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Abstract 	   In	  this	  study,	  we	  explore	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  as	  a	  migrant	  movement	  contesting	  their	  deprivation	  of	  rights	  and	  agency,	  emanating	   from	  a	  securitization	  of	  migration.	  Constructing	  a	  set	  of	  desecuritization	  ideal	  types,	  we	  draw	  on	  this	  framework	  in	  order	  to	  conceptualize	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers’	   struggle	   as	   a	   strategy	   for	   desecuritization.	   We	   arrive	   at	   a	   conceptualization,	   which	  emphasizes	   the	   versatile	   character	   of	   the	   movement;	   simultaneously	   accepting	   and	   rejecting	   the	  security	  logic	  in	  order	  to	  obtain	  recognition,	  inclusion	  and	  equality.	  Undertaking	  an	  empirical	  inquiry	  of	   desecuritization,	   we	   contribute	   with	   a	   novel	   and	   pragmatic	   account	   of	   desecuritization,	   which	  stresses	  the	  importance	  of	  politicization	  and	  process.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 2 
	  
Index 
 
INTRODUCTION	   3	  
ELABORATION	  ON	  PROBLEM	  FORMULATION	   7	  
LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  ON	  SECURITIZATION	  AND	  DESECURITIZATION	   9	  
SECURITIZATION	  THEORY	   9	  
DESECURITIZATION	  THROUGH	  SECURITY	   14	  
DESECURITIZATION	  BY	  UNMAKING	  OF	  SECURITY	   15	  
DESECURITIZATION	  AS	  MANAGING	  SECURITY	   18	  
METHODS	   22	  
DISCOURSE	  ANALYSIS	   22	  
REFLEXIONS	  ON	  CASE	  DATA	   27	  
CASE	  BACKGROUND	   28	  
TIMELINE	  OF	  THE	  REFUGEE	  STRIKE	  2012-­‐2013	   29	  
ANALYSIS	   30	  
MIGRATION	   32	  
ASYLUM	  AND	  MIGRATION	  POLICIES	   33	  
REFUGEE/ASYLUM-­‐SEEKER	   37	  
RIGHTS	   42	  
PROTEST	   45	  
CONCLUDING	  ON	  ANALYSIS	   51	  
DISCUSSION	   55	  
REJECTING	  EITHER	  OR,	  PURSUING	  BOTH	  AND	   64	  
CONCLUSION	   65	  
FURTHER	  RESEARCH	   66	  
LITERATURE	   68	  
APPENDIX	   72	  
 
 3 
Introduction 
 “Enough	  is	  enough.	  It’s	  time	  for	  resistance!”	  (October	  2012e) 
 This	  call	   for	  action	  was	  spread	  out	  via	   flyers	  at	   the	  Refugee	  Protest	  Camp	  on	  Oranienplatz	   in	  Berlin.	  The	  Refugee	  Protest	  Camp	   followed	   from	   the	   construction	  of	  protest	   tent	   camps	   in	   various	  German	  cities	   during	   the	   spring	   of	   2012,	   after	   a	   protest	   march	   going	   from	   Wurzbürg	   to	   Berlin,	   which	   in	  October	  culminated	  in	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  camp	  at	  Oranienplatz	  (Bahr,	  2013).	  The	  tents	  were	  set	  up	  by	  German	  asylum-­‐seekers	  and	  supporters	  to	  demonstrate	  a	  discontent	  with	  the	  living	  conditions	  of	  asylum-­‐seekers	  in	  Germany,	  which	  they	  believed	  had	  led	  to	  a	  series	  of	  suicides	  by	  asylum-­‐seekers	  (Bahr,	   2013:	   2).	   As	   a	   consequence	   of	   the	   wide	   range	   of	   protests,	   the	   migrant	   movement	   gained	  extensive	  national	  attention	  and	  support	  from	  numerous	  networks	  over	  the	  course	  of	  2012	  and	  2013.	  The	   individuals	   involved	   in	   the	   protesters	   -­‐	   henceforth	   called	   the	   refugee	   strikers1	   -­‐	   are	   just	   few	  amongst	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  internationally	  linked	  and	  self-­‐organized	  protest	  movements	  of	  migrants	  and	  asylum-­‐seekers	   (McGuaran	   &	   Hudig,	   2014:	   28).	   In	   2013,	   migrant	   protests	   took	   place	   in	   Austria,	  Belgium,	   France,	   Germany,	   Hungary,	   Italy,	   the	   Netherlands,	   Greece	   and	   Tunisia	   amongst	   other	  countries	  (Ibid.).	  These	  highlight	  how	  migration	  is	  an	  increasingly	  comprehensive	  and	  conflict-­‐ridden	  phenomenon. 
The Age of Migration “Never	  before	  has	  international	  migration	  been	  so	  high	  on	  the	  political	  agenda.”	  (Stephen	  Castles,	  in	  Munck	  2009:	  1227) 
 ‘We	  are	  in	  an	  Age	  of	  Migration’,	  reads	  a	  prominent	  saying	  (Castles	  &	  Miller,	  2009).	  In	  similar	  manner,	  Alexander	  Betts	  has	  argued	  that	  migration	  ranks	  as	  one	  of	  the	  most	  important	  factors	  in	  global	  change	  (Betts,	  2009:	  5),	  while	  Castles	  and	  Miller	  write	  that	  international	  migration	  has	  “significantly	  changed	  the	   face	   of	   societies”	   (Castles	   &	   Miller,	   2009:1).	   In	   whatever	   way	   we	   approach	   the	   dynamics	   of	  contemporary	   migration,	   it	   persists	   a	   complex	   socioeconomic	   and	   intercultural	   process,	   which	   is	  inseparably	   linked	   to	   international	   politics,	   development	   and	   security	   (Munck	   2009:	   1228).	   An	  increased	  political	  attention	  to	  migration	  concerns	  has	  led	  to	  the	  establishment	  of	  global	  networks	  of	  migration	   management.	   The	   establishment	   of	   the	   Global	   Commission	   on	   International	   Migration	  
                                                
1 We	  apply	  this	  term	  because	  it	  is	  what	  the	  protesters	  involved	  most	  frequently	  use	  to	  label	  themselves	  (Bahr	  2013). 
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(GCIM)	   in	   2003	   reflects,	   amongst	   others,	   how	   migration	   has	   been	   placed	   at	   the	   top	   of	   the	   global	  governance	   agenda	   (Munck,	   2009:	   1227).	   On	   the	   reason	   for	   placing	   migration	   at	   the	   top	   of	   the	  international	  agenda,	  the	  GCIM	  writes,	   
 “In	   a	   number	   of	   destination	   countries,	   host	   societies	   have	   become	   increasingly	   fearful	   about	   the	  presence	  of	  migrant	  communities,	  especially	  those	  with	  unfamiliar	  cultures	  that	  come	  from	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  associated	  with	  extremism	  and	  violence’’	  (in	  Munck,	  2009:	  1231). 
 Dominant	   discourses	   has	   increasingly	   identified	   migration	   as	   a	   potential	   security	   threats	   and	  governance	  problem	  (Munck,	  2009:	  1227).	   In	  a	  report	   from	  2005,	  the	  International	  Organization	  for	  Migration	  devoted	  a	  whole	  chapter	  to	  “Managing	  migration	  in	  the	  wake	  of	  September	  11:	  implications	  for	  a	  cost–benefit	  analysis”.	  Furthermore,	  the	  GCIM	  notes	  that	  the	  management	  of	  migration	  is	  “a	  very	  sensitive	   public	   issue,	   and	   one	   that	   has	   as	   a	   result	   of	   recent	   terrorist	   attacks,	   become	   increasingly	  associated	   with	   threats	   to	   public	   security”	   (Munck,	   2009:	   1238).	   These	   examples	   highlight	   how	  security	   after	   9/11	   increasingly	   has	   become	   the	   common	   framework	   through	   which	   migration	   is	  viewed	  in	  the	  West.	  One	  reason	  for	  perceiving	  the	  migrant	  as	  a	  threat,	  is	  that	  the	  Westphalian	  notion	  of	  the	  state	  as	  the	  sovereign	  absolute	  entity	  is	  assumed	  challenged	  by	  unpredictable	  migration	  flows	  from	   ‘the	   outside’.	   Paradoxically,	   however,	   attempts	   of	   regulating	   migration	   flows	   do	   in	   many	  instances	   involve	   both	   bilateral	   and	   multilateral	   cooperation	   and	   policy-­‐making	   (Castles	   &	   Miller,	  2009:3).	   Migration	   has	   however	   also	   been	   used	   to	   expose	   inconsistency	   in	   neoliberal	   governance;	  critics	  have	  pointed	  out	  how	  neoliberal	  capitalist	  relations	  contribute	  to	  the	  displacement	  of	  millions	  of	   people	   (Nyers,	   2006:	   49)	   and	   questions	   such	   as,	   how	   it	   comes	   that	   capital,	   information	   and	  knowledge	   can	   flow	   freely	   across	   the	   globe	   when	   people	   cannot,	   have	   been	   posed	   (Munck,	   2009:	  1227). 
Securitization of Migration in the EU 
 Daily	  Express:	  “UK	  message	  to	  migrants:	  you	  are	  not	  wanted”,	  06-­‐06-­‐2011 Express	  UK	  :	  “Migration	  spins	  out	  of	  control”,,	  23-­‐05-­‐2014 BBC	  News:	  “Spain	  urge	  to	  stem	  migrant	  flow”,	  22-­‐05-­‐2006 BBC	  News:	  “Illegal	  migration	  to	  EU	  rises	  by	  nearly	  half”,	  15-­‐05-­‐2014 Express	  UK:	  “Migrant	  chaos	  hits	  Germany,	  and	  we're	  next”,	  17-­‐07-­‐2013 
 
 5 
Looking	   at	   a	   set	   of	   European	   newspapers	   headlines,	   it	   shows	   how	   migration	   in	   the	   EU	   is	   largely	  defined	   in	   terms	   of	   security.	   Accordingly,	   many	   scholars	   who	   have	   engaged	   with	   research	   on	   the	  ‘security/migration	  nexus’	  in	  a	  European	  context,	  argue	  that	  the	  perception	  of	  migration	  as	  a	  security	  issue	  has	  become	  a	  central	  feature	  of	  contemporary	  policy	  discourse	  and	  practice	  on	  migration	  in	  the	  European	  Union	  (van	  Munster,	  2009a;	  Huysmans,	  2000;	  Bigo,	  2002).	   The	   EU	   represents	   an	   area	   of	   highly	   intensified	   devotion	   to	   the	  merging	   of	  migration	   and	   security	  interests,	   which	   renders	   it	   an	   obvious	   and	   noteworthy	   focal	   point	   for	   researching	   on	   the	  security/migration	   fusion.	   For	   whilst	   European	   discourse	   in	   the	   1950’s	   and	   1960’s	   primarily	  associated	  migration	  with	  questions	  of	   increasing	  workforce,	   the	   introduction	  of	   the	  United	  Nations	  Refugee	   Convention	   in	   1951	  marked	   a	   change	   of	   focus.	   In	   the	   convention,	   humanitarian	   aspects	   of	  protection	   took	   primacy	   over	   economic	   aspects	   (Long,	   2012:	   16;	   Jørgensen,	   2011).	   Ahead,	   in	   the	  1980’s,	   important	   steps	   were	   again	   taken	   in	   the	   Europeanization	   of	   migration	   policies.	   Most	  significantly,	   the	   implementation	   of	   a	   common	   asylum	   and	   migration	   policy	   in	   1999	   marked	   the	  constitution	   of	   the	   EU	   as	   a	   regional	   regime	   of	   asylum	   and	   migration	   management	   (Frontex,	   2014;	  Millner,	   2011:	   321).	   Harmonization	   on	   these	   policies	   was	   articulated	   as	   a	   common	   effort	   against	  ‘border	   crimes’	   (Ibid.).	   Since	   the	   initial	   cooperation,	   the	   EU	   countries	   have	   seen	   a	   further	  harmonization	  of	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies	  through	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  Common	  European	  Asylum	  System	  (CEASA)	  in	  2008,	  the	  Database	  of	  Fingerprints	  of	  Asylum	  Applicants	  (EURODAC),	  the	  European	  Border	  Surveillance	  System	  (EUROSUR)	  in	  2008,	  the	  European	  Agency	  for	  the	  Management	  of	   Operational	   Cooperation	   at	   the	   External	   Borders	   of	   the	   Member	   States	   of	   the	   European	   Union	  (FRONTEX)	   in	   2004,	   and	   since	   2012;	   a	   joint	   police	   operation	   in	   the	   field	   on	   migration	   under	   the	  codename	  Aphrodite.	  Along	  with	  an	  enhancement	  in	  institutional	  security	  initiatives	  -­‐	  the	  compiling	  of	  which	  can	  be	  called	  the	  ‘migration	  management	  regime	  of	  the	  EU’	  -­‐	  the	  public	  perception	  of	  migration	  have	  become	  increasingly	  adverse.	  As	  Huysmans	  notes,	  	  
 ”Over	  recent	  years,	  public	  opinion	  regarding	  migration	  has	  in	  many	  Northern	  countries	  become	  hostile	  towards	  asylum	  seekers	  and	  illegal	  migrants”	  (Huysman	  &	  Squire,	  2009:	  173).	   
 Altogether,	  the	  concern	  about	  the	  potential	  danger	  of	  migrants,	  the	  linking	  of	  impacts	  of	  migration	  to	  economic,	   social	   and	   political	   concerns,	   as	   well	   as	   the	   extensive	   set	   of	   institutional	   practices	   that	  regulate	  migration,	  is	  what	  consolidates	  the	  security/migration	  nexus.	  The	  framing	  of	  the	  migrant	  as	  an	   issue	   of	   security	   and	   threat	   posed	   on	   the	   homely	   nation	   has	   increasingly	   legitimised	   harsher	  management	  of	  the	  migrant	  in	  several	  ways	  (Darling,	  2013:	  8).	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The	  ‘migration	  management	  regime’	  is	  often	  accused	  of	  employing	  extreme	  and	  exceptional	  measures.	  Frontex,	   the	   European	   border	  management	   agentur,	   has	   been	   accused	   of	   violence	   and	   the	   death	   of	  thousands	  of	  migrants	   as	   they	   try	   to	   reach	   the	  borders	   of	   Europe	   (Webber,	   2014:	   3).	  A	   recent	   case	  which	  have	  been	  prominent	  in	  international	  media,	  and	  gave	  rise	  to	  extensive	  critique,	  was	  the	  death	  of	   359	   migrants	   near	   the	   coast	   of	   Lampedusa	   (Webber,	   2014:	   4).	   Migrant	   management	   inside	   of	  Europe	  has	  also	  been	  subject	  to	  harsh	  critique.	  The	  conditions	  of	  detention	  centres	  of	  asylum	  seekers,	  long	   waiting	   processes	   regarding	   asylum-­‐applications	   and	   deportation	   practices	   are	   some	   of	   the	  reasons	   that	   recently	  made	  EU’s	  highest	   court	  acknowledge	   that	   states’	   reception	  of	  asylum	  seekers	  sometimes	   violate	   fundamental	   human	   rights	   (Webber,	   2014:	   5).	   In	   2011,	   a	   ban	   was	   even	   put	   on	  ‘returns’	   to	   Greece,	   because	   of	   inhuman	   and	   dysfunctioning	   detention	   and	   asylum	   system	   in	   the	  country	  (Webber,	  2014:	  5).	  Last,	  the	  use	  of	  handcuffs,	  leg	  irons	  and	  drug	  sedation,	  when	  carrying	  out	  deportations,	   are	   only	   few,	   but	   very	   saying	   measures,	   reflecting	   the	   increased	   politicization,	  criminalization	  and	  militarisation	  of	  migration	  management	  (Nyers,	  2006).	   
Securitization and Desecuritization Above	  we	  have	  emphasized	  how	  the	  perception	  of	  migration,	  and	  thus	  also	  the	  individual	  migrant,	  has	  found	   herself/himself	   installed	   into	   a	   ‘sphere	   of	   security’.	   In	   the	   words	   of	   the	   Copenhagen	   School,	  migration	  has	  become	  securitized.	  The	  concept	  of	  securitization	  –	  as	  coined	  by	  Ole	  Wæver	  in	  1995	  –	  is	  a	   frequent	   theme	   in	   the	   by	   now	   extensive	   amount	   of	   writings	   on	   the	   nexus	   between	   migration,	  security	  and	  development.	  Paul	  Roe	  (2004:	  292)	  highlights	  however,	  how	  “[t]he	  assumption	  that	  more	  security	  is	  not	  always	  better	  has	  found	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  its	  expression	  in	  the	  context	  of	  migration.”	  As	  a	  reaction	   and	   counterpart	   to	   securitization	   of	   migration,	   the	   concept	   of	   desecuritization	   -­‐	   initially	  introduced	  by	  Wæver	   in	  an	   inquisitive	  manner	  asking	   the	  question	  of	  how	  “to	  de-­‐securitize	  once	  an	  issue	   has	   become	   securitized?”	   (Wæver,	   1995:	   47)	   -­‐	   has	   been	   undertaken	   by	   a	   range	   of	   scholars	  (Aradau,	   2004;	   Huysmans,	   1998).	   Nonetheless,	   research	   dedicated	   at	   empirically	   unfolding	   the	  concept	   of	   desecuritization	   only	   comprise	   a	   very	   small	   part	   of	   the	   security-­‐attached	   literature.	  Widening	  and	  expanding	  this	  literature	  might	  be	  a	  worthwhile	  endeavour,	  not	  only	  to	  understand	  the	  logics	   of	   security,	   but	   for	   the	   greater	   pursuit	   of	   peace	   and	   justice	   as	  well	   (Fako,	   2012:	   49).	   Such	   a	  contribution	   could	   feasibly	   originate	   in	   empirical	   research.	   The	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   appears	   an	  obvious	  point	  of	  departure,	  because	  it	  is	  deeply	  implicated	  in	  a	  context	  of	  securitization	  and,	  it	  will	  be	  argued,	  in	  attempts	  of	  desecuritization.	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All	  over	   the	  globe,	  migrants	  are	  resisting	   the	   implications	  of	   securitization,	   ranging	   from	  protests	  of	  detained	   asylum-­‐seekers	   in	   Australia,	   to	   the	   Sans	   Papiers	   movement	   in	   France,	   to	   the	   Migrants	  Assembly	   at	   the	   European	   Social	   Forum	   in	   Florence	   in	   2002.	   It	   suggests	   that	   a	   complex	   political	  landscape	  is	  emerging;	  as	  migrants	  are	  being	  increasingly	  securitized,	  they	  increasingly	  challenge	  the	  state’s	   prerogative	   to	   distinguish	   between	   insiders	   and	   outsiders	   by	   attempting	   at	   positioning	  themselves	   as	   key	   players	   in	   both	   local	   and	   international	   contexts	   (Nyers,	   2006:	   49).	   As	   the	   Berlin	  refugee	  striker	  continues	  the	  struggle	  and	  increasingly	  succeeds	  in	  associating	  and	  linking	  with	  other	  migrant	  movements	  across	  borders,	  questions	  such	  as	  whether	  these	  should	  be	  understood	  as	  activist	  members	  of	  a	  growing	  global	  civil	  society	  emphasising	  humanizing	  efforts	  or	  whether	  they	  represent	  a	  new	   cosmopolitan	   public	   sphere,	   present	   themselves	   (Nyers,	   2006:	   50).	   From	   the	   motivation	   and	  actions	   of	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers,	   it	   quickly	   becomes	   evident	   that	   the	   chants	   of	   the	   refugee	  strikers;	   “No	  one	   is	   illegal”,	   “Struggle	   for	   freedom!”	  and	  “No	  borders,	  no	  nations,	  stop	  deportations!”	  are	  indicative	  of	  a	  radical	  critique	  of	  discourses	  and	  practices	  of	  the	  Western	  modern	  state	  system.	  Our	  initial	   hypothesis	   is	   that	   the	   discourse	   and	   actions	   of	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	  attempts	  of	  desecuritizing	   themselves	   from	   the	   securitized	   category	   the	  border	  management	   regime	  and	  connected	  discourses	  has	  placed	   them	   in.	  Such	  a	   thesis	  requires	  a	   thorough	   investigation	  of	   the	  articulations	  and	  performances	  of	   the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike,	  which	  will	  be	   the	  point	  of	  departure	  of	  our	  study 
 
In light of the above, our problem formulation is:  
 
How	  can	  the	  protests	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  be	  conceptualized	  as	  desecuritization	  moves?	   
Elaboration on problem formulation 
 In	  order	   to	  answer	   the	  problem	   formulation	  at	  hand,	  we	  conduct	  a	  case	  study	  of	   the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike,	   applying	   the	   analytical	   framework	   of	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe.	   Through	   our	   construction	   of	   three	  desecuritization	   ideal	   types,	   we	   succeedingly	   conceptualize	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   as	   a	  desecuritizing	   resistance	   movement.	   We	   will	   argue	   that	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   apply	   a	   “both…	   and”	  approach	   to	   desecuritization,	  which	   simultaneously	   accepts	   and	   refuses	   the	   security	   logic.	   It	   shows	  how	  desecuritization	  entails	  a	  process	  of	  moving	  out	  of	  securitization,	  to	  which	  an	  ‘either	  or’	  approach	  to	  (de)securitization	  is	  argued	  to	  be	  inadequate.	  We	  arrive	  at	  this	  point	  through	  the	  following	  sections:	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First,	  in	  Desecuritization	  Literature	  Review,	  we	  review	  a	  great	  body	  of	  literature	  on	  securitization	  and	  desecuritization	  theory.	  In	  this	  endeavour,	  we	  construct	  three	  ideal	  desecuritization	  strategies,	  which	  aim	   to	   overcome	   and	   unmake	   securitization;	   namely	   ‘desecuritization	   through	   security’,	  ‘desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	  securitization’	  and	  ‘desecuritization	  through	  managing	  securitization’. 
 In	  Methodology,	   we	   outline	   the	   applied	   analytical	   framework	   of	   discourse	   analysis	   as	   developed	   by	  Laclau	   and	   Mouffe.	   We	   account	   for	   the	   potential	   and	   significance	   of	   applying	   such	   concepts,	   and	  present	  a	  few	  reflections	  on	  the	  case	  data. 
 In	  Case	  Background	  we	  briefly	  account	  for	  some	  main	  characteristics	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  and	  present	  a	  timeline	  of	  major	  events	  and	  protests	  of	  the	  movement	  from	  2012-­‐2013. 
 In	  Analysis:	  Contesting	  Securitization	  we	  turn	  our	  attention	  to	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike.	  The	  analysis	  will	  be	  structured	  around	  the	  identification	  of	  nodal	  points	  in	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  discourse,	  where	  we	  analyse	   the	   representations	  and	   signifiers	   constructed	  around	   these	  and	  how	   it	   creates	   a	  desecuritization	  discourse	  contesting	  the	  security	  discourse. 
 In	  Discussion:	  Conceptualizing	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  we	  draw	  on	  the	  three	  constructed	  ideal	  types	  of	  desecuritization	  to	  our	  empirical	  findings	  in	  the	  case	  study,	  and	  thus	  conceptualize	  the	  struggle	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  through	  these	  three	  ideal	  types.	   
 Finally	  we	  will	  present	  the	  conclusion	  of	  our	  study	  and	  point	  to	  further	  reflections	  emerging	  from	  the	  empirical	  findings.	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Literature Review on Securitization and Desecuritization In	   the	   following	  chapter,	  an	   introduction	   to	   (de)securitization	   theory	  will	  be	  carried	  out.	  The	  aim	  of	  the	   chapter	   is	   to	   present	  what	  will	   be	   labelled	   as	   ‘the	   security	   problem’	   and	   subsequently,	   present	  proposed	  ways	  to	  overcome	  this	  problem	  by	  constructing	  our	  own	  three	  distinct	  desecuritization	  ideal	  types	   that	   each	  propose	   separate	  ways	  of	   dealing	  with	   ‘why	  desecuritize’	   and	   ‘how	   to	  desecuritize’.	  These	  ideal	  types	  are	  ‘desecuritization	  through	  security’,	   ‘desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	  security’	  and	  ‘desecuritization	  as	  managing	  security’	  and	  will	  in	  the	  Discussion	  lay	  ground	  for	  a	  conceptualisation	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers2’	  discourse	  as	  a	  desecuritizing	  discourse. 
Securitization Theory Security	   studies	   have	   originally	   been	   concerned	   with	   ‘the	   study	   of	   the	   threat,	   use	   and	   control	   of	  military	   force’	   (Walt,	   1991).	  As	   such,	   it	  has	  primarily	  been	  a	   study	  of	  policy	  and	   strategy	   serving	   to	  prevent	  and	  deal	  with	  a	  clear	  and	  present	  danger	  in	  order	  to	  move	  into	  a	  state	  of	  ‘security’	  (Mutimer,	  2010:	   47).	   The	  moving	   into	   a	   state	   of	   ‘security’	   has	   been	   theorized	   from	   a	   variety	   of	   approaches3.	  Securitization	   theory,	   coined	   by	   Ole	   Wæver	   (1995)	   and	   The	   Copenhagen	   School,	   focuses	   on	   the	  dangers	  and	  attractions	  of	  moving	  into	  such	  realm	  of	  security.	  Arising	  in	  the	  1980s	  and	  1990s	  from	  a	  ‘thinking	  space’	   in	  security	  studies4,	  which	  deepened	  and	  broadened	  the	  concept	  of	  security	  through	  the	   introduction	  of	  what	  has	  come	  to	  be	   labelled	  as	  critical	  security	  studies5	  and	  constructivism,	   the	  securitization	   theory	   of	   The	   Copenhagen	   School	   accommodates	   critiques	   of	   perceiving	   the	  international	  as	  a	  product	  of	  immutable	  law,	  and	  inscribes	  itself	  into	  a	  wider	  research	  agenda	  wherein	  the	  importance	  of	  perceiving	  social	  life	  as	  a	  product	  of	  social	  practice,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  future	  as	  one	  contingent	  on	  the	  social	  practice	  at	  that	  time,	  are	  vital	  (Mutimer,	  2010:	  49). The	  Copenhagen	   School’s	   study	   of	   ‘securitization’	   thus	   draws	  upon	   forms	   of	   social	   critique	   to	   think	  about	   security	  and	  has	   consequently	  been	  part	  of	  broadening	   the	   spectrum	  of	  new	  security	   studies.	  Conceiving	  of	  language	  as	  constitutive	  to	  reality	  through	  securitizing	  actors’	  ‘security	  speech	  acts’,	  the	  theory	  provides	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  security	  problems	  emerge,	  evolve	  and	  dissolve	  linguistically	  and	  culturally.	  Rather	   than	  being	  a	  value	  or	  a	   fact	   attributed,	   security	   is	   then	   to	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  
                                                
2  We	  apply	  the	  term	  “refugee	  striker”	  because	  it	  is	  what	  the	  protesters	  involved	  most	  frequently	  use	  to	  label	  themselves	  (Bahr	  2013). 
3 See	  Hansen	  (2006:	  525-­‐526)	  for	  examples	  based	  on	  realist,	  liberalist	  and	  ‘non-­‐traditional’	  approaches. 
4 After	  the	  manifest	  failure	  of	  political	  realism	  to	  predict	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War,	  or	  to	  account	  for	  it	  once	  it	  had	  happened	  after,	  a	  range	  of	  new	  ‘insecurities’	  was	  sought	  incorporated	  in	  security	  studies	  (Huysman	  &	  Squire,	  2010). 
5 Critical	  security	  studies	  is	  here	  seen	  as	  also	  entailing	  poststructuralist	  approaches. 
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language	  and	  an	  expression	  of	  interest,	  a	  knowledge	  and	  professional	  skill	  (Huysman	  &	  Squire,	  2010:	  173).	  The	  act	  of	  securitization	  cannot,	  however,	  be	  completed	  by	  the	  securitizing	  actor	  alone,	  but	  can	  only	   be	   realised	   and	   understood	   in	   relation	   to	   its	   intersubjectively	   defined	   context.	   In	   this	   relation,	  Wæver	  defines	  securitization	  as	  a	  performative	  act;	  it	  necessitates	  the	  acceptance	  of	  an	  audience	  and	  therefore	  has	  an	  intersubjectively	  negotiated	  force	  and	  effectful	  meaning	  (Pram	  Gad	  &	  Lund	  Petersen,	  2011).	   Focusing	   on	   the	   interrelationship	   between	   the	   ‘securitizer’	   and	   the	   audience,	   securitization	  theory	  entails	  an	  ontological	  preference	  for	  focusing	  on	  how	  and	  when	  ‘normal’	  bargaining	  processes	  of	  ordinary	  politics	  can	  be	  successfully	   transferred	   into	   the	  security	  sphere	   through	  (the	  acceptance	  of)	  security	  speech	  acts,	  and	  how	  this	  affects	  how	  the	  issue	  at	  hand	  is	  being	  dealt	  with	  (Wæver,	  1995;	  Buzan,	  Wæver	  and	  de	  Wilde,	  1999;	  Huysmans,	  1998).	  Vital	   to	   securitization	   theory	   is	   then	   the	   limit	  between	  normal	  politics	  and	  security	  politics	  -­‐	  between	  the	  non-­‐exceptional	  and	  the	  exceptional.	  	  	  
Security as Beyond Politics 
 “politicization	   is	   bringing	   something	   into	   the	   public	   arena,	   securitization	   is	   integrating	   something	  institutionally	  and	  discursively	  into	  security	  frameworks	  emphasizing	  policing	  and	  defence”	  (Bourbeau,	  2011:	  43) 
 The	   Copenhagen	   School	   departs	   from	   an	   understanding	   of	   politics	   as	   “a	   continuous	   struggle	   to	  establish	  the	  quasi-­‐permanence	  of	  an	  ordered	  public	  realm	  within	  a	  sea	  of	  change”	  (Buzan,	  Wæver	  and	  de	  Wilde,	  1998:	  144).	  Securitization	  theory	  thus	  conceptualizes	  politicization	  as	  the	  process	  of	  making	  something	  appear	   relevant	   for	   the	  public,	   and	  subsequently,	  make	   it	   an	  object	  of	  debate	   in	  order	   to	  promote	  a	  certain	  consensus.	  Politics	  then	  becomes	  a	  question	  of	  stabilizing	  social	  relations,	  but	  can	  only	  be	  justly	  named	  politics	  as	  long	  as	  it	  is	  open	  to	  new	  suggestions	  of	  what	  the	  stable	  ‘ordered	  public	  realm’	  should	  be	  defined	  by.	  This	  last	  part	  is	  what	  differs	  politics	  from	  security	  to	  Wæver	  (1995),	  and	  will	   be	   an	   essential	   and	   recurring	   point	   throughout	   Analysis	   and	   Discussion.	   For	   whilst	   politics	  represents	   an	   open-­‐ended,	   contestable	   and	   non-­‐exceptional	   public	   sphere,	   security	   represents	   that	  which	   is	   urgent,	   exceptional,	   subject	   to	   the	   decisionism6	   of	   authority	   and	   hence,	   disclosed.	  Wæver	  (2002)	   perceives	   the	   speech	   act	   of	   securitization	   as	   a	   practice	   of	   governmentality	   characterizing	   a	  particular	   form	  of	  modern	  communication,	  which	   is	   to	  be	   seen	   in	   the	   light	  of	   the	   rise	  of	   the	  nation-­‐state.	   This	   modern	   form	   of	   communication,	   namely	   “the	   speech	   act	   of	   securitization,	   [is	   then]	   a	  decisionist	   imposition	   of	   will:	   in	   a	   caricature	   of	   Carl	   Schmitt,	   the	   sovereign	   voice	   self-­‐referentially	  
                                                
6	  Carl	  Schmitt	  (2010)	  defines	  decisionism	  as	  “the	  reduction	  of	  the	  state	  to	  the	  moment	  of	  decision,	  to	  a	  pure	  decision	  not	  based	  on	  reason	  and	  discussion	  and	  not	  justifying	  itself” 
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declares	   a	   state	   of	   exception”	   (Pram	   Gad	   &	   Lund	   Petersen,	   2011:	   318)	   in	   which	   extraordinary	  measures	  can	  be	  legitimised	  and	  where	  not	  everyone	  possess	  the	  same	  capacity	  to	  invoke	  a	  security	  discourse	   (Schmitt	   2010).	   Referring	   to	   Carl	   Schmitt,	   many	   security	   scholars	   (Pram	   Gad	   &	   Lund	  Petersen,	  2011;	  Van	  Munster,	  2009;	  Hansen,	  2012	  etc.)	  including	  Wæver7,	  argue	  that	  the	  security	  logic	  stems	   from	  a	   political	   realist	  way	   of	   government,	   relying	   on	   the	   fundamental	   need	   to	   establish	   and	  maintain	   the	   existence	   of	   insecurity;	   an	   existential	   threat	   or	   Other,	   upon	   which	   the	   political	  community	  and	  sovereignty	  can	  be	  sustained	  (Huysmans,	  1998:	  575).	  The	  security	  logic	  then	  entails	  a	  mythical	   replay	   of	   a	   Hobbesian	   state	   of	   nature,	   against	   which	   a	   political	   authority	   can	   take	  extraordinary	  measures,	  exercise	  decisionism	  and	  draw	  boundaries	  of	  inside	  and	  outside.	  It	  is	  in	  this	  sense,	   that	   security	   is	   what	   constitutes	   the	   limit	   of	   politics	   or	   even	  more	   so;	   that	   which	   is	   beyond	  politics	  (Wæver,	  1995).	  
 
A Security Problem Whilst	   the	   politicized	   represents	   a	   relatively	   free	   realm	   of	   deliberation,	   discussion	   and	   the	   ‘normal	  haggling	   of	   politics’	   (Wæver,	   Buzan	   and	   de	  Wilde,	   1998:	   29),	   the	   securitized	   realm	   represents	   that	  which	   is	   often	   attributed	   a	   character	   of	   danger	   and	   exceptionality,	   constituting	   the	   Other	   side	   of	  politics,	   as	   the	   securitizing	   actor	   herein	   can	   break	   free	   from	   normal	   political	   (constraining)	  procedures.	  As	  the	  invoking	  of	  a	  state	  of	  security	  presupposes	  insecurity,	  the	  Self-­‐Other,	  friend-­‐enemy,	  and	   inside-­‐outside	   distinction,	   as	  well	   as	   the	   invocation	   of	   ‘exception’,	   is	  what	   has	  made	  many	   talk	  about	   a	   ‘security	  problem’	   inherent	   to	   the	   logic	  of	   security	   (Aradau,	  2014:	  3).	  McSweeny	   (1996)	  has	  called	   securitization	   moves	   ‘irrational’	   and	   ‘excessive’,	   whilst	   Roe	   (2004:	   292)	   has	   warned	   of	   the	  increasing	   securitization	   of	  minorities,	   and	   increasingly	   “[t]he	   assumption	   that	  more	   security	   is	   not	  always	  better	  has	  found	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  its	  expression	  in	  the	  context	  of	  migration.”	   
 The	   apparent	   problem	   inherent	   to	   security	   -­‐	   here,	   stressed	   as	   the	   drawing	   and	   reification	   of	  boundaries	   between	   inside	   and	   outside,	   and	   the	   subjection	   of	   the	   Other	   to	   a	   state	   of	   exception	   -­‐	  combined	   with	   securitization	   theory’s	   emphasis	   on	   speech	   acts	   and	   language,	   has	   thus	   invoked	  ambiguities	  in	  the	  writing	  and	  speaking	  of	  security	  for	  many	  scholars,	  and	  has	  made	  them	  contemplate	  upon	   their	   own	   role,	   as	  well	   as	   the	   role	   of	   ‘security	   experts’	   in	   the	   process	   of	   securitization	   (Bigo,	  2002;	  Aradau,	  2004;	  Huysmans,	  1998).	  	  
                                                
7 “security	  is	  not	  of	  interest	  as	  a	  sign	  that	  refers	  to	  something	  more	  real;	  the	  utterance	  itself	  is	  the	  act	  (...)	  By	  uttering	  ‘security’,	  a	  state	  representative	  moves	  a	  particular	  development	  into	  a	  specific	  area,	  and	  thereby	  claims	  a	  special	  right	  to	  use	  whatever	  means	  are	  necessary	  to	  block	  it”	  (Wæver,	  1995:	  55). 
7 
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Desecuritization Albeit	   nearing	   a	   critical	   understanding	   of	   security,	   securitization	   theory	   approaches	   and	   analyses	  security	   as	   a	   political	   choice	   already	   made,	   and	   as	   Buzan	   and	   Wæver	   (1997:	   204)	   agree	   to,	  securitization	   theory	   is	   therefore	   mainly	   analytical	   and	   ‘constructivist	   all	   the	   way	   down’.	   The	  refraining	   from	   placing	   a	   normative,	   critical	   agenda	   in	   the	   analytical	   framework	   of	   securitization	  theory	   has	   not	   prevented	   securitization	   scholars	   from	   making	   complementary	   normative	   claims,	  though.	  Wæver	   (1995:	  29)	  has	   treated	   security	   as	   a	   largely	  negative	   concept	  by	   referring	   to	   it	   ‘as	   a	  failure	   to	   deal	   with	   issues	   of	   normal	   politics’	   and	   by	   suggesting	   more	   empirical	   attention	   to	  possibilities	   of	   de-­‐securitizing	   politics.	   Urging	   such	   research	   through	   the	   coining	   of	   the	   term	  
desecuritization	   -­‐	   meaning	   the	   shifting	   of	   a	   securitized	   issue	   ‘out	   of	   emergency	   mode	   and	   into	   the	  normal	  bargaining	  process	  of	  the	  political	  sphere’	  where	  it	  can	  involve	  a	  broader	  range	  of	  actors	  and	  undergo	   democratic	   practices	   -­‐	   is	   thus	   the	   preferred	   ‘long-­‐range	   option’	   for	  Wæver	   (Wæver	   et	   al.,	  1998:	  4,	  29)8.	   
 Whilst	  Wæver	   has	   theorized	   extensively	   on	   the	   concept	   of	   securitization,	   he	   has	   left	   the	   concept	   of	  desecuritization	   rather	   unspecified	   (Hansen,	   2012).	   Although	   he	   underlines	   how	   both	   of	   the	   two	  concepts	   are	   essentially	   co-­‐constitutive9,	   and	   how	   both	   equally	   constitute	   political	   choices	   about	  distinction	  organizing	  to	  human	  life,	  desecuritization	  does	  not	  receive	  the	  same	  analytical	  attention	  as	  securitization	  and	  is	   instead	  left	  as	  a	   form	  of	   ideal	  type	  politics10.	  And	  whilst	   leaving	  aside	  unfolding	  the	  concept	  of	  desecuritization	  may	  exactly	  be	  because	  desecuritization	  for	  Wæver	  (a	  security	  scholar)	  is	   seen	   as	   attached	   to	   the	   sphere	   of	   politics	   and	   not	   to	   that	   of	   security	   –	   “transcending	   a	   security	  problem	   by	   politicizing	   it	   cannot	   happen	   through	   thematization	   in	   security	   terms,	   only	   away	   from	  such	  terms”	  (Wæver,	  1995:	  56).	  Wæver	  (1995)	  nonetheless	  points	  out	  how	  desecuritization	  must	  be	  further	   developed	   as	   a	   concept	   and	   how	   it	   may	   efficiently	   be	   used	   as	   a	   strategy	   in	   relation	   to	  securitized	  issues.	  	  
                                                
8 Wæver does however emphasise scenarios in which securitization can be preferable. See Wæver (1995). 
9	  Underlining	  the	  importance	  of	  desecuritization,	  Wæver	  explains	  how	  securitization	  and	  desecuritization	  are	  mutually	  interdependent	  and	  co-­‐constitutive:	  as	  without	  securitization	  there	  would	  be	  no	  such	  thing	  as	  normal	  politics	  that	  securitization	  could	  be	  an	  exception	  from,	  but	  only	  hyper-­‐politicization	  (Hansen	  2012:	  531).	   
10 Underscoring	  this	  ideal	  type-­‐point,	  is	  Wæver’s	  (2000:	  253)	  lining	  up	  of	  three	  possible	  desecuritizations.	  These	  are	  a)	  not	  to	  talk	  about	  the	  issue	  at	  all	  b)	  managing	  the	  security	  spiral,	  and	  c)	  moving	  a	  securitized	  issue	  back	  into	  normal	  politics.	  Only	  the	  last	  type,	  however,	  is	  labelled	  ‘true’	  desecuritization	  by	  Wæver. 
 13 
Desecuritization Approaches Following	  Wæver’s	  call	  for	  attention,	  the	  conceptualization	  of	  desecuritization	  has	  been	  undertaken	  by	  a	  variety	  of	  approaches.	  Albeit	  most	  of	  them	  are	  maintaining	  a	  discursive11	  focus	  and	  agreeing	  on	  the	  fact	   that	   desecuritization	   is	   about	   ‘transcending	   the	   security	   problem’,	   the	   concept	   has	   nonetheless	  been	   subject	   to	   much	   debate	   in	   international	   political	   theory	   and	   applied	   to	   a	   range	   of	   settings12.	  Whilst	   the	   concept	   of	   desecuritization	   thus	   to	   some	   extent	   has	   been	   granted	   the	   attention	  Wæver	  originally	  called	  for,	  this	  attention	  has	  not	  necessarily	  left	  the	  concept	  any	  clearer.	  Much	  of	  the	  debate	  on	   desecuritization	   has	   been	   heavily	   theoretical	   and	   philosophical;	   basing	   itself	   on	   different	  ontological	  presumptions	  about	  possibilities	  and	  conditions	  of	  change	  and	  transformation	  in	  regards	  to	   identity,	   institutions	   and	   statehood	   (Hansen,	   2012:	   526).	   As	   such,	   theoretical	   conceptualisations	  have	   both	   confirmed,	   contested	   and	   contradicted	   the	   supposedly	   felicitous	   outcomes	   of	  desecuritization,	  and	  empirical	  applications	  have	  remained	  rather	  few	  (Hansen,	  2012:	  525). 
 Nonetheless,	   several	   scholars	   have	   attempted	   to	   foreground	   their	   political-­‐philosophical	  conceptualization	   of	   desecuritization	   through	   empirical	   applications.	   From	   the	   inquiring	   into	   these	  applications	  (Huysmans,	  1995;	  Aradau,	  2004;	  Roe,	  2004)	  and	  others	  of	  more	  theoretical	  character,	  it	  shows	   that	   the	   desecuritization	   research	   generally	   share	   the	   addressing	   of	   two	   recurring	   themes:	  directly	   responding	   to	   the	   ‘security	   problem’	   and	   attempting	   to	   overcome	   this,	   most	  conceptualisations	   and	   operationalizations	   of	   desecuritization	   seek	   to	   identify	   and	   address	   the	  reification	  of	  the	  Self-­‐Other	  distinction,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  public	  sphere,	  rather	  than	  that	  of	  exception	  (Hansen,	  2012:	  529). 
 On	   the	   following	   pages	   some	   of	   the	   most	   debated	   conceptualizations	   of	   desecuritization	   will	   be	  addressed	   and	   undertaken	   in	   the	   aim	   of	   getting	   a	   better	   understanding	   of	   the	   concept	   as	  problematizing	   of,	   and	   resisting	   to,	   securitization.	   Focus	   will	   be	   on	   identifying,	   constructing	   and	  generalizing	  possible	  ideal	  type	  ‘strategies’	  of	  desecuritization	  -­‐	  the	  proposed	  political	  and	  normative	  choices	  to	  a	  certain	  context	  -­‐	  in	  order	  to	  consecutively	  be	  able	  to	  evaluate	  these	  strategies	  in	  the	  light	  of	  our	  chosen	  case.	   
 
                                                
11	  Wæver	  emphasises	  how	  the	  individual	  does	  not	  exist	  prior	  to	  discourse.	  Accordingly,	  most	  desecuritization	  literature	  revolves	  around	  changing	  or	  transforming	  the	  role	  of	  the	  securitized	  issue	  in	  discourse.	   
12 See	  Huysmans,	  1998;	  Williams,	  2003;	  Aradau,	  2004;	  Behnke,	  2006;	  Roe,	  2004;	  Jutila,	  2006;	  van	  Munster,	  2004. 
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The	   review	   of	   desecuritization	   literature	   thus	   forms	   the	   benchmark	   of	   the	   establishment	   of	   our	  
desecuritization	  ideal	  types.	  The	  theme	  in	  focus	  when	  conducting	  the	  review	  was	  the	  dealing	  with	  the	  proposed	   security	   problem;	   the	   Self-­‐Other	   distinction	   and	   the	   invocation	   of	   exceptionality	   through	  security.	  As	   it	  will	  be	  demonstrated,	   the	   ideal	   types	  are	  significantly	  divergent	   in	   their	  perception	  of	  the	   security	  problem:	  either	   focusing	  on	  desecuritization	  as	  a	  move	  out	  of	   security	  and	   into	  politics	  (Aradau,	   2004),	   desecuritization	   through	   security	   (Booth,	   2007)	   or	   desecuritization	   as	   a	   way	   of	  managing	   security	   (Roe,	  2004).	  Nonetheless,	   all	   three	   ideal	   types	  are	  presented	  as	  possible	  ways	   to	  counter	  and	  overcome	  the	  securitization	  of	  migration. 
 In	   order	   to	   account	   for	   their	   differences	   in	   depth,	   each	   ideal	   type	   will	   commence	   with	   a	  conceptualisation	  of	  how	   they	  perceive	   the	   security	  problem,	   as	   accounted	   for	   above.	  Consecutively	  will	   follow	   some	   considerations	   on	   how	   to	   desecuritize	   the	   assumed	   securitizing	   of	   migration	  according	  to	  the	  presented	  problem	  and	  last,	  an	  example	  of	  a	  more	  concrete	  possible	  desecuritization	  strategy	  will	   be	   constructed.	   As	   such,	   accommodations	  will	   be	  made	   in	   order	   to	   both	   answer	   ‘why	  desecuritize’,	  as	  well	  as	  ‘how	  to	  desecuritize’.	   
Desecuritization Through Security  ‘Desecuritization	  through	  security’	  represents	  the	  early	  widening	  and	  broadening	  of	  security	  studies,	  which	   the	   Copenhagen	   School	   also	   forms	   part	   of.	   In	   opposition	   to	   the	   constructivist	   bias	   of	   the	  Copenhagen	  School	  however,	   the	  critical	   literature	   laying	  ground	   for	   this	   ideal	   type	  seeks	   to	  change	  the	  fundamental	  social	  organization	  of	  the	  present	  in	  order	  to	  free	  future	  social	  organization	  from	  the	  oppression	  by	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  world	  as	  it	  is	  (Mutimer,	  2010:	  42-­‐45).	  Ken	  Booth	  is	  a	  pioneer	  of	  the	  tradition	  of	  critical	  security	  studies.	  He	  (1991:	  319)	  defines	  security	  as:	   	  “Security	   means	   the	   absence	   of	   threats.	   Emancipation	   is	   the	   freeing	   of	   people	   ...	   Security	   and	  emancipation	  are	  two	  sides	  of	  the	  same	  coin.	  Emancipation,	  not	  power	  or	  order,	  produces	  true	  security.	  Emancipation,	  theoretically,	  is	  security.”	   
Desecuritization Although	   Ken	   Booth	   does	   not	   directly	   engage	   with	   the	   concept	   of	   desecuritization,	   his	  conceptualisation	   of	   emancipation	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   a	   form	   of	   desecuritization,	   as	   he	   employs	   it	   as	   a	  potential	   alternative	   to	   dominating	   narratives	   of	   security.	   Defining	   emancipation	   through	   security,	  however,	  Booth’s	  conception	  of	  security	  does	  not	  question	  ‘security’	  itself,	  but	  rather	  the	  priority	  given	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to	   the	   traditional,	   state-­‐centric	   visions	   of	   security	   (Huysmans,	   2006:	   6):	   “security	   studies	   need	   to	  engage	  with	  the	  problems	  of	  those	  who,	  at	  this	  minute,	  are	  being	  starved,	  oppressed	  or	  shot”	  he	  writes	  (Booth,	  1997:	  114).	  Booth	  then	   introduces	   insecurity	  as	  something	  subordinated	  to	   the	  state	  and	   its	  citizenry	   as	   they	   exist,	   and	   advocates	   instead	   for	   an	   alternative	   conception	   of	   security	   defined	   as	  emancipation	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual	  rather	  than	  that	  of	  the	  state	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  398).	  The	  call	  for	   individual	   security	   -­‐	  or	   a	  universal	  basic	   right	   to	   security	   for	  all	   -­‐	   then	  deals	  with	   the	  Self-­‐Other	  distinction	  and	  the	  state	  of	  exception	  by	  viewing	  them	  as	  byproducts	  of	  the	  current	  oppressing	  social	  organization. Booth’s	  approach	  has	  laid	  ground	  what	  is	  called	  ‘human	  security’.	  To	  this	  approach,	  it	  is	  when	  those	  outside	  the	  state	  system	  -­‐	  such	  as	  the	  migrant	  -­‐	  has	  been	  granted	  the	  right	  to	  security	  that	  emancipation	   can	   function	   as	   liberalizing	   for	   all.	   Human	   security	   and	   humanitarianism	   then	   closely	  relates	  to	  the	  struggle	  of	  the	  migrant,	  and	  often	  draw	  on	  ‘refugee’	  and	  ‘asylum-­‐seeker’	  terminology	  in	  order	  to	  promote	  life	  and	  freedom	  through	  the	  granting	  of	  rights	  to	  protection	  and	  security.	   
 Proposing	   security	   both	   as	   a	   universal	   right,	   entitlement	   and	   presupposition	   for	   freedom	   for	   all	  individuals,	  the	  perspective	  of	  humanitarianism	  has	  often	  been	  taken	  to	  use	  in	  order	  to	  hold	  the	  liberal	  democratic	   state	   accountable	   and	   facing	  of	   excessively	   restrictive	  migration	   controls	   (Huysman	  and	  Squire,	  2009:	  172).	  A	  desecuritization	  strategy	  based	  on	   ‘emancipation	  as	  security’	  could	  be	   labelled	  ‘desecuritization	   through	   security’.	   It	  would	   entail	   reminding	   governments	   of	   their	   commitments	   to	  human	  justice	  and	  security	  when	  such	  are	  considered	  breached,	  and	  urging	  it	  to	  give	  protection	  to	  all	  individuals.	   
Desecuritization by Unmaking of Security  Huysmans	   (1998),	  Dillon	   (1996),	   van	  Munster	   (2004)	  and	  Aradau	   (2004)	  add	   to	   the	   list	  of	   scholars	  who	   have	   contributed	   to	   the	   position	   of	   desecuritization	   through	   emancipation.	   These	   critical	  poststructuralists	  however,	  perceive	  emancipation	  as	  a	  process	  neither	  achievable	  within	  nor	  outside	  of	  security,	  but	  only	  in	  the	  complete	  unmaking	  of	  security.	  As	  such,	  these	  scholars	  reject	  both	  Wæver	  and	   Booth’s	   approaches	   to	   security,	   considering	   them	   to	   be	   reinforcing	   and	   widening	   of	   the	  dominance	  of	  the	  security	  narrative	  as	  a	  whole.	   Aradau	   &	   van	   Munster	   (2010),	   as	   well	   as	   Dillon	   (1996:	   16)	   emphasize	   security	   as	   “a	   principle	   of	  formation	   that	   does	   things”.	   Security	   is	   something	  which	   “delimits	   and	   restricts	   political	   agency	   by	  introducing	  a	  particular	  representation	  of	  community,	  the	  self	  and	  alterity”	  (Aradau	  &	  Munster,	  2010:	  74).	  Security	  here	  differs	  from	  other	  techniques	  of	  management	  because	  of	  its	  intense	  relationship	  to	  an	   issue,	   which	   elevates	   it	   above	   politics	   and	   ‘everyday	   haggling’	   (Aradau,	   2004).	   Building	   on	   this	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argument	  of	  security	  as	  a	  logic	  of	  exception,	  Agamben	  (1998)	  underscores	  how	  the	  relation	  between	  security	   and	   democracy;	   and	   security	   and	   law,	   in	   contemporary	   societies	   invoke	   non-­‐democratic	  practices	  through	  exceptionalism	  and	  arbitrariness,	  which	  reduces	  some	  life	  to	  ‘bare’.	  As	  such,	  security	  is	   seen	   as	   an	   ‘order	   of	   fear	   that	   forms	   people’	   (Dillon,	   1996:16):	   it	   presupposes	   trust	   and	   identity	  between	   members	   of	   a	   community,	   whilst	   it	   lowers	   insecurity,	   fear	   and	   anarchy	   to	   the	   imaginary	  ‘Other’,	   which	   is	   constituted	   as	   outside	   of	   the	   community.	   As	   emphasised	   by	   Dillon	   &	   Reid	   (2001),	  governing	   through	   security	   is	   then	   a	  way	   of	   ordering	   the	   polis,	   based	   on	   practices	   of	   inclusion	   and	  exclusion.	  For	  critical	  poststructuralists,	  the	  effects	  of	  security	  are	  thus	  worrisome.	  The	  focal	  question	  of	   inquiry	   for	   involved	   scholars	   does	   thus	   not	   evolve	   around	   expanding,	   managing	   or	   redefining	  security,	  but	   instead	  around	  resisting,	  unmaking	  and	  challenging	   the	  security	   logic	   -­‐	  a	   logic	  which	   is	  argued	   to	   depend	   on	   and	   sustain	   a	   particular	   representation	   of	   the	   world	   that	   fosters	   division,	  oppression	  and	  violence. 
Desecuritization Jef	  Huysmans	  proposes	  desecuritization	  as	  the	  process	  of	  unmaking	  the	  fabrication	  of	  the	  dominance	  of	  insecurity	  (Huysmans,	  2006:	  125).	  As	  such,	  he	  focuses	  on	  the	  production	  of	  security	  knowledge	  as	  the	  problem,	  and	  proposes	  overcoming	  this	  by	  relocating	  migration,	   for	  example,	   to	  another	  context	  than	  that	  of	  security	  (Huysmans,	  1998:	  572).	  This	  context	  should	  be	  one	  of	  ethico-­‐political	  judgement	  wherein	  notions	  of	  the	  political	  are	  not	  based	  on	  the	  idea	  of	  an	  existential	  threat	  or	  Other	  (1998:	  570).	  As	   a	   desecuritization	   move,	   Huysmans	   propose	   an	   ‘aesthetics	   of	   everydayness’.	   This	   move	   is	   about	  creating	  narratives	  that	  show	  elements	  of	  everydayness13	  in	  the	  securitized	  object,	  rather	  than	  such	  of	  exception	   (Huysmans	   1998:	   588)	   Thus	   ‘dangers’	   such	   as	   migration	   would	   be	   perceived	   as	   socially	  manufactured	   problems,	   rather	   than	   problems	   stemming	   from	   the	   outside	   (Huysmans,	   2006:	   125).	  Following	  this	  ethico-­‐reflexive	  practice	  of	  deconstruction	  as	  a	  pathway	  to	  desecuritization,	  Rens	  van	  Munster	  (2009:	  4)	  argue	  that	  the	  showing	  of	  all	  identities	  as	  fundamentally	  ambivalent,	  heterogeneous	  and	  different	  can	  help	  deconstruct	  socio-­‐political	  conditions	  by	  means	  of	  which	  some	  forms	  of	  life	  are	  more	   undignified	   than	   others	   (Aradau	   &	   van	   Munster,	   2010:	   79).	   More	   specifically,	   van	   Munster	  (2004:	   17)	   proposes	   a	   ‘repoliticizing	   of	   belonging’	   as	   a	   desecuritization	   move.	   This	   entails	   that	  marginalized	  groups,	  such	  as	  migrants,	  should	  try	  to	  influence	  normal	  conceptions	  of	  belonging,	  based	  on	  national	   citizenship	   for	  example,	   to	   include	   forms	  of	  belonging	   that	  are	  not	  based	  on	  nationality,	  
                                                
13 Rather	  than	  talking	  about	  riots	  and	  migration	  in	  the	  suburbs	  for	  example,	  one	  could	  then	  be	  talking	  about	  everyday	  stories	  of	  unemployment	  and	  ghettoization,	  which	  decreases	  the	  security	  feature	  of	  the	  migrants.	  The	  situation	  is	  shown	  to	  be	  specific	  and	  entail	  severe	  problems,	  but	  not	  significant	  other	  problems	  than	  those	  experienced	  by	  people	  outside	  the	  suburbs	  (Huysmans,	  2006:	  125). 
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but	  residence	  and	  free	  movement	  for	  all	  people	  (van	  Munster,	  2004:	  17-­‐20).	  Also	  looking	  to	  overturn	  marginalizing	   hierarchies,	   Claudia	   Aradau	   emphasises	   van	   Munster’s	   argument	   of	   how	   it	   is	   the	  securitized	  or	  ‘the	  silenced’	  who	  should	  desecuritize.	  As	  such,	  Aradau	  conceptualises	  desecuritization	  in	  terms	  of	  ‘locality’.	  Aradau	  then	  adds	  to	  the	  deconstructive	  practices	  of	  Huysmans,	  by	  stressing	  how	  an	   agency-­‐focused	   approach	   on	   the	   securitized	   can	   help	   bring	   to	   light	   how	   these	   engage	   in	   daily	  activist	  practices	  against	  securitization	  on	  a	  local	  level.	  Inspired	  by	  Ranciere’s	  question	  of	  “[h]ow	  the	  abject	   can	   take	   the	   stage,	   make	   themselves	   heard	   and	   put	   a	   claim	   on	   society’s	   members	   to	   be	  recognized	  as	  their	  equals”	  (in	  van	  Munster,	  2004:	  266),	  Aradau	  proposes	  a	  desecuritization	  process	  of	  first	  obtaining	  recognition	  of	  belonging	  and	  following,	  being	  integrated	  into	  the	  political	  community	  with	   the	   appropriate	   rights.	   More	   specifically,	   Aradau	   proposes	   a	   twofold	   desecuritization	   process,	  which	   starts	   with	   the	   dis-­‐identification	   from	   a	   socially	   constructed	   category	   which	   has	   been	  securitized,	   and	   ends	  with	   a	   recognised	   re-­‐identifying	  within	   another	   socially	   constructed,	   but	   non-­‐securitized,	   rights-­‐possessing	   and	   universal	   category	   (Aradau,	   2004).	   Drawing	   on	   Balibar,	   Aradau	  points	   out	   how	   obtaining	   recognition	   as	   belonging	   importantly	   entails	   linking	   the	   struggle	   of	  emancipation	  to	  the	  demanding	  of	  rights	  which	  are	  already	  declared.	  Instead	  of	  demanding	  unknown	  rights,	   the	   struggle	   should	   then	   be	   about	   inscribing	   oneself	   into	   a	   larger	   right-­‐based	   category,	  consequently	   making	   it	   possible	   to	   show	   the	   alleged	   gap	   between	   already	   declared	   democratic	  principles	  and	  exercised	  exclusionary	  practices	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  403).	   
 Last,	  desecuritization	  as	  a	  process	  of	  unmaking	  of	  security	  entails	  several	  proposals,	  which	   together	  can	   form	   a	   strategy	   of	   ‘desecuritization	   by	   unmaking	   security’.	   Departing	   from	   Huysmans	   and	   van	  Munster,	  this	  desecuritization	  strategy	  is	  conceptualised	  as	  first	  involving	  the	  ethical	  deconstruction	  of	  security	   narratives	   and	   the	   repoliticising	   of	   belonging.	   Continuing	  with	  Aradau,	   the	   strategy	   further	  entails	  a	  re-­‐identification	  with	  a	  universal	  right-­‐entitled	  category.	  Migrants	  for	  example,	  could	  identify	  with	   workers,	   subsequently	   providing	   them	   a	   universally	   recognised	   identity	   of	   belonging	   and	   a	  qualifying	  for	  the	  rights,	  which	  this	  group	  is	  entitled	  to	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  407).	  Finally,	  the	  unmaking	  of	  security	  thus	  seems	  to	  occur	  in	  between	  an	  ethical	  politics	  of	  deconstruction	  and	  a	  bottom-­‐up	  focused	  politics	   of	   emancipation.	   In	   the	   abjection	   of	   an	   ‘outside’	   identity,	   the	   taking	   of	   a	   recognised	   right-­‐entitled	   identity	   becomes	   possible,	   and	   the	   reminding	   of	   the	   political	   community	   of	   the	   universal	  rights	   upon	  which	   it	   is	   based	   can	   then	  be	   realised.	  As	   such,	   ‘desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	   security’	  does	   not	   only	   concern	   the	   regulation	   of	   migration	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   universal	   human	   rights,	   but	   it	  concerns	   incorporating	  migration	   in	   the	   quest	   for	   an	   alternative	   political	   community	   not	   based	   on	  ‘security’	  (Huysmans,	  1998). 
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Desecuritization as Managing Security The	   last	   ideal	   type	   builds	   on	   Paul	   Roe’s	   (2004)	   Securitization	   and	   Minority	   Rights:	   Conditions	   for	  
Desecuritization.	   Theorising	   on	   securitization,	   desecuritization	   and	   minority	   rights,	   Roe	   suggests	   a	  technique	  of	  managing	  security	  as	  a	  useful	  form	  of	  desecuritization.	  As	  such,	  he	  challenges	  the	  idea	  of	  an	   ‘either	   security	   or	   not	   security’-­‐	   form	   of	   desecuritization	   of	   the	   previous	   two	   ideal	   types,	   and	  suggests	  instead	  a	  form	  of	  pragmatism.	  Roe	  (2004)	  departs	  from	  a	  critique	  of	  Wæver,	  who	  states	  that	  societal	  security	  should	  not	  be	  constructed,	  but	  rather	  that	  policies	  should	  aim	  to	  “avoid	  the	  triggering	  of	  societal	  security	  concerns	  in	  the	  first	  place”	  (Wæver,	  2000:	  254).	  As	  such,	  Wæver	  suggests	  that	  non-­‐securitization	   as	   preferable.	   Roe	   (2004)	   however,	   emphasises	   how	   desecuritization	   sometimes	  engages	  better	  with	  security	  than	  non-­‐security.	  He	  stresses	  how	  the	  stopping	  of	  speaking	  security	  can	  be	  difficult	   and	   indeed	  naive,	   and	  how	  a	  management	   of	   security	   is	   easier	   and	   can	   in	   fact	   allow	   for	  normalisation	  -­‐	  and	  hence;	  desecuritization.	   
Desecuritization Having	   researched	   on	   marginalized	   and	   minority	   groups,	   Roe’s	   key	   argument	   in	   favour	   of	   a	  desecuritization	  as	  ‘managing	  of	  security’	  -­‐	  rather	  than	  a	  return	  to	  normal	  politics	  -­‐	  is	  that	  the	  drawing	  on	   security	   language,	   if	   dealt	   with	   within	   ‘normal	   politics’,	   can	   in	   fact	   have	   more	   benefits	   for	  marginalized	  groups	  and	  minorities,	  as	  these	  often	  rely	  on	  distinctive	  identities	  and	  security	  logics	  to	  promote	   their	   right	   claims14.	   Such	   promotions	   would	   refer	   to	   “security	   itself,	   or	   instead	   describe	  threats	  to	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  group	  through	  synonyms	  –	  for	  example,	  ‘die’,	   ‘perish’,	  ‘wither’,	  ‘weaken’,	  ‘waste’,	   ‘decline’,	   and	  so	   forth”	  Roe	   (2004:	  289-­‐290)	  asserts,	   and	  continues	   “the	   language	  of	   societal	  security	   is	   the	   language	   of	   minority	   rights”.	   Roe	   argues	   that	   a	   complete	   desecuritization	   of	   the	  minority	   would	   involve	   that	   the	   idea	   of	   collective	   identity	   is	   taken	   out	   of	   the	   discourse.	   As	   such,	  migration	   would	   become	   the	   individual	   migrant,	   refugees	   the	   individual	   refugee.	   Whilst	   this	  deconstruction	  would	  be	  what	  Huysmans	  and	  van	  Munster	  would	   see	   as	  opening	   “an	  escape-­‐route”	  from	   the	   Self-­‐Other	   dichotomy,	   Roe	   (2004:	   280)	   emphasises,	   how	   for	   minority	   groups	   collective	  identity	  is	  often	  strived	  for	  as	  it	  imbues	  them	  with	  a	  “certain	  security-­‐ness	  that,	  if	  removed,	  necessarily	  results	   in	   the	  death	  of	   the	  minority	   itself.”	  Roe	   (2004)	   then	  constructs	  his	  argument	  of	  managing	  of	  security	  as	  a	  preferable	   form	  of	  desecuritization	  on	   two	  assumptions;	   first,	   that	  desecuritization	  has	  prevailingly	   been	   understood	   in	   terms	   of	   deconstructing	   identities	   in	   situations	   where	   friend	   and	  enemy	  are	  constituted	  by	  an	  existential	  threat.	  And	  second,	  Roe	  emphasises	  how	  minority	  rights	  are	  
                                                
14 In	  other	  words,	  “it	  is	  the	  maintenance	  of	  group	  identity	  that	  underpins	  the	  provision	  of	  minority	  rights”	  (Roe,	  2004:	  288).	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primarily	   concerned	  with	   the	   survival	   of	   distinctive	   identities.	   Put	   together,	   these	   two	   assumptions	  lead	   him	   to	   conclude	   that	   “although	   desecuritization	   can	   indeed	   work	   well	   with	   the	   individually	  defined	  migrant,	   the	   same	   cannot	   always	   be	   said	   for	   the	   collectively	   defined	  minority”	   (Roe,	   2004:	  280).	  Behnke	  (2000:	  67)	  further	  underscores	  Roe’s	  critique	  by	  arguing	  that	  difference	  is	  a	  necessity	  to	  any	   political	   community,	   and	   that	   the	   creation	   of	   an	   “Aradauian	   major	   democracy”	   might	   not	   be	  possible	  or	   even	  desirable	   for	   a	  process	  of	  desecuritization.	   Jutila	   (2006)	   further	  adds	   that	  not	  only	  difference,	  but	  being	  distinct	  and	  visible	  rather	  than	  unacknowledged	  or	  suppressed,	  may	  help	  a	  group	  win	   more	   in	   asserting	   a	   counter	   discourse.	   As	   such,	   Roe,	   Jutila	   and	   Behnke	   perceive	   the	   security	  problem	   as	   one	   which	   does	   not	   necessarily	   have	   to	   prioritise	   individuals,	   dissolve	   identities	   or	   be	  unmade,	   but	   one	   which	   can	   be	   managed	   -­‐	   and	   turned	   around	   -­‐	   in	   favour	   of	   those	   oppressed.	  Desecuritization	  is	  thus	  evaluated	  and	  defined	  through	  more	  pragmatic	  considerations	  of	  efficiency	  for	  the	  marginalized	  group	  in	  question,	  than	  ethical	  and	  moral	  considerations	  of	  how	  to	  deal	  with	  security	  in	  general.	  So	  whilst	  Roe’s	  suggestion	   leads	  to	  a	  reification	  of	  what	  Huysmans	  (1995:	  66)	  would	  call	  maintaining	  the	  migrant	  as	  a	  “unified	  cultural	  alien”,	  Roe’s	  point	  is	  then	  that	  promoting	  distinctiveness	  is	  still	  valid	  for	  the	  desecuritization	  of	  migration	  because	  of	  its	  effectiveness.	  Whilst	  still	  forming	  part	  of	   the	   security	   logic,	   refugees	   for	   example,	   rely	   on	   their	   identity	   as	   refugees	   through	   the	   certain	  provisions	  and	  legislations	  that	  are	  put	  in	  place	  to	  ensure	  refugees’	  immediate	  protection	  and	  identity.	  Asylum-­‐seekers,	   non-­‐status	   refugees	   and	   refugees	   may	   then	   profit	   from	   maintaining	   a	   group	  distinctiveness	  and	  particular	   identity	  granting	   them	  access	   to	  particular	   rights.	   	  On	  a	  more	  general	  notion,	   it	  could	  be	  thought	  that	  a	  group	  of	  Muslim	  asylum-­‐seekers	  from	  the	  Central	  African	  Republic	  would	  be	  more	  likely	  to	  gain	  residency	  by	  articulating	  their	  identity	  as	  distinct;	  fleeing	  from	  a	  country	  in	   which	   crimes	   against	   humanity	   takes	   place,	   than	   if	   they	   attempted	   to	   articulate	   themselves	   as	  workers.	   
 Last,	  Roe	  (2004)	  argues	  for	  a	  ‘desecuritization	  through	  management’,	  which	  can	  securitize	  and	  affirm	  the	   rights	   of	   migrants	   and	   refugees.	   “[T]he	   strategy	   is	   to	   move	   the	   situation	   from	   a	   condition	   of	  insecurity	  to	  one	  of	  security,	  and	  not	  from	  a	  condition	  of	  security	  to	  asecurity.	  The	  minority	  can	  feel	  secure	   when	   certain	   provisions/legislations/mechanisms	   are	   put	   in	   place	   that	   will	   guarantee	   its	  existence”	  (Roe,	  2004:	  294).	  As	  such,	  the	  maintaining	  of	  security	  can	  provide	  the	  mechanism	  through	  which	  the	  legitimization	  of	  extraordinary	  politics	  can	  be	  an	  outcome	  of	  normal,	  democratic,	  involving	  and	   negotiated	   politics,	   rather	   than	   of	   sovereign	   emergency	   politics15.	   This	   gives	   the	   minority	   in	  
                                                
15	  Fako	  (2012:	  48)	  underlines	  how	  the	  former	  strategy	  was	  what	  made	  post-­‐WW2	  Europe	  a	  non-­‐war	  community.	   
 20 
question	   -­‐	  whether	  a	  national	  minority	  or	  another	  group	  claiming	  a	  distinct	   identity	   -­‐	   the	   chance	  of	  voicing	  their	  arguments,	  possible	  needs	  and	  partake	  in	  the	  managing	  of	  the	  process,	  rather	  than	  being	  excluded	  from	  it. 
 
Concluding on the Three Ideal Types Three	   desecuritization	   ideal	   types	   have	   been	   constructed	   and	   presented.	   Each	   has	   different	  conceptualisations	   of	   security	   and	   thus	   also	   differing	   interpretations	   of	   what	   the	   security	   problem	  entails,	   as	  well	   as	   how	   to	   overcome	   it.	   Put	  more	   simply,	   the	   ideal	   types	   each	  offer	   answers	   to	   ‘why	  desecuritize’	  as	  well	  as	  ‘how	  to	  desecuritize’.	  Despite	  divergence	  in	  these	  answers,	  all	  three	  ideal	  types	  touched	  upon	  what	  has	  been	  identified	  as	  the	  ‘security	  problem’;	  namely,	  the	  Self-­‐Other	  reification	  and	  the	  invocation	  of	  emergency	  and	  exception. 
 First,	  it	  was	  presented	  how	  critical	  security	  studies	  and	  Ken	  Booth	  seemed	  to	  suggest	  desecuritization	  as	   emancipation	   through	  security.	  As	   such,	   this	   form	  of	   critical	   desecuritization	  does	  not	   involve	   an	  abjection	  of	  security,	  but	  rather	  of	  the	  system	  in	  place,	  which	  is	  perceived	  as	  constituting	  of	  security	  as	  a	  problem	  rather	  than	  a	  solution.	  The	  problem	  is	  then	  not	  security,	  but	  the	  nation-­‐states’	  management	  of	   this,	   and	   the	   solution	   is	   to	   prioritise	   individual,	   or	   human	   security,	   in	   order	   to	   expose	   in-­‐humanitarianism	  and	  governing	  based	  on	  insecurity	  in	  state	  practices. 
 Second,	   a	   desecuritization	   by	   unmaking	   security	   was	   presented.	   This	   desecuritization	   ideal	   type	  proposes	  a	   rejection	  of	   security	  as	  a	  whole,	   as	   it	   is	   seen	  as	   sustaining	  a	  particular	   representation	  of	  society,	   dividing	   it	   between	   inside	   and	   outside,	   Self	   and	   Other.	   The	   strategy	   focuses	   on	   an	   ethical	  deconstruction	   of	   Self-­‐Other	   interrelationships,	   a	   repoliticizing	   of	   belonging	   and	   dis-­‐identification	  from	   the	   securitized	   category,	   as	   well	   as	   a	   re-­‐identification	   with	   a	   non-­‐securitized,	   rights-­‐entitled	  category.	   
 Last,	  Roe	  presented	  a	  pragmatic	   form	  of	  desecuritization,	  particularly	   tailored	   to	  minority	   identities	  and	  marginalized	  groups.	  The	  argument	  is	  that	  these	  groups	  will	  lose	  a	  certain	  needed	  “security-­‐ness”	  if	   pursuing	   desecuritization	   through	   identity	   deconstruction.	   Instead,	   emphasising	   their	  distinctiveness	   and	   particular	   identity	   could	   constitute	   a	   platform	   for	   exposing	   repression	   towards	  them	  as	  a	  group,	  and	  claim	  ‘security-­‐ness’	  through	  special	  rights. 
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In	   order	   to	   proceed	  with	   an	   operationalization,	   the	  methodological	  modus	   operandi	   of	   and	   chosen	  analytical	   tools	   for	   the	   project	   will	   thus	   be	   presented,	   and	   the	   ideal	   types	   will	   function	   as	   the	  theoretical	  backdrop	  against	  which	  examples	  can	  be	  made. 
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Methods 
“By	  saying	  it,	  something	  is	  done	  (as	  in	  betting,	  giving	  a	  promise,	  naming	  a	  ship).”	  (Wæver,	  xx) 	   Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis	  (2000:	  2)	  have	  stated	  that	   the	  emergence	  of	  social	  movements	   is	  a	  central	  object	  of	  discourse	  analysis.	  On	  another	  note,	  Barry	  Buzan	  (in	  Buzan,	  Wæver	  and	  de	  Wilde,	  1998:	  176)	  has	  argued	  that	  the	  most	  obvious	  method	  of	  studying	  securitization	  and	  desecuritization	  is	  discourse	  analysis.	   We	   strive	   to	   examine	   resistance	   acts	   of	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers	   as	   attempts	   of	   desecuritization	  moves,	  and	  as	  such,	  require	  a	  methodological	  framework	  which	  allows	  for	  examining	  articulative	  acts,	  but	  which	  can	  also	  encompass	  physical	  manifestations	  as	  symbolic	  representations,	  both	  of	  which	  we	  consider	   discursive	   acts.	   For	   example,	   hunger	   striking	   cannot	   be	   thought	   of	   as	   a	   speech	   act,	   but	   is	  rather	   a	   performative	   type	   of	   embodiment	   both	   constituting	   and	   constituted	   by	   discourse.	   As	   this	  study	   inquires	   into	   desecuritization	  moves	   of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   through	   discursive	   acts,	  we	  choose	  to	  incorporate	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  of	  discourse	  analysis	  as	  proposed	  by	  Ernesto	  Laclau	  and	   Chantal	   Mouffe	   in	   Hegemony	   and	   Socialist	   Strategy	   (1985).	   As	   will	   be	   demonstrated	   in	   the	  following,	  this	  framework	  allows	  us	  to	  consider	  both	  articulative	  and	  performative	  acts	  as	  constituent	  to	  discourse. 
Discourse Analysis In	   their	   1985	   classic,	   Hegemony	   and	   Socialist	   Strategy,	   Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   develop	   an	   analytical	  framework	  applicable	  for	  discourse	  analysis.	  They	  introduce	  an	  extensive	  modus	  operandi	  in	  order	  to	  engage	  with	  contextual	  discourse	  analysis,	  and	  go	  on	  to	  argue	  for	  a	  new	  self-­‐understanding	  of	  the	  left	  (Laclau	  &	  Mouffe,	  1985).	  We	  do	  not	  seek	  to	  apply	  the	  latter	  more	  normative	  reflexions	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  in	  our	  study,	  but	  only	  to	  use	  the	  open	  framework	  they	  have	  developed	  for	  discourse	  analysis.	  The	  concepts	  proposed	  by	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  serve	  as	  analytical	  concepts	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  they	  assist	  us	  in	  extracting	  and	  categorizing	  meaning	  from	  the	  analysis.	  The	  choice	  of	  methods	  is	  determined	  by	  the	  purpose	  of	  our	  study,	  as	  specified	  in	  the	  problem	  formulation. 	   An	  underlying	  assumption	  of	  discourse	   theory	   is	   that	  all	  objects	  and	  actions	  are	  meaningful,	  but	   the	  specific	   meaning	   of	   these	   depends	   on	   the	   order	   of	   discourse	   that	   constitutes	   its	   identity	   and	  significance	   (Howarth	  &	   Stavrakakis,	   2000:	   3).	   A	   discourse	   is	   then	   considered	   a	   social	   construction	  that	   is	  both	  constituted	  and	  constituent	  of	   social	   reality	  and	  which	  produces	  a	  relationship	  between	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different	   objects	   and	   practices,	   while	   providing	   positionings	   that	   social	   actors	   can	   identify	   with	  (Howarth	   &	   Stavrakakis,	   2000:	   3).	   The	   approach	   to	   discourse	   analysis	   as	   proposed	   by	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe	   focus	  on	   representations	   and	   symbols	   that	   are	   applicable	   to	   empirical	   analysis	   (Nash,	   2010:	  28).	  It	  is	  a	  framework	  that	  allows	  us	  to	  consider	  the	  relationship	  between	  agency	  and	  social	  structures,	  and	  the	  importance	  of	  identities	  in	  social	  practice	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis,	  2000:	  5). 	   The	  epistemological	  outset	  of	  this	  study	  is	  a	  post-­‐structuralist	  one,	  because	  of	  its	  preoccupation	  with	  ideas,	   identities	   and	  meaning,	   which	   are	   produced	   through	   discursive	   acts.	   In	   line	  with	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe,	  the	  distinction	  between	  discursive	  and	  non-­‐discursive,	  as	  for	  example	  proposed	  by	  Foucault,	  is	  then	  discarded,	  since	   language	   is	  always	  embedded	   in	  practice	  and	  every	  object	   is	  constituted	  as	  an	  object	   of	   discourse,	   whereby	   it	   becomes	   artificial	   and	   incorrect	   to	   make	   this	   distinction	   between	  behavioural	  and	  linguistic	  aspects	  of	  social	  practice	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis,	  2000:	  3).	  This	  does	  not	  mean,	   that	   a	   world	   external	   to	   thought	   is	   not	   accepted	   or	   that	   everything	   is	   reduced	   to	   discourse	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis,	  2000:	  3).	  However,	  it	  means	  that	  an	  object	  cannot	  constitute	  itself	  outside	  discursive	  conditions	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  1985). 	   In	  line	  with	  Buzan’s	  call	  for	  discourse	  analysis	  as	  the	  preferred	  method	  of	  studying	  securitization,	  we	  then	  uphold	  that	  securitization	  and	  desecuritization	  cannot	  be	  understood	  ‘outside’	  of	  the	  discourses	  which	  constitute	  and	  arrange	  them.	  Consequently,	   focus	   is	  on	   inquiring	   into	  discourse	  and	  revealing	  their	  meaning	  as	  contingent	  and	  in	  contestation. 
Analytical Tools of Discourse Analysis In	  Hegemony	   and	   Socialist	   Strategy,	   a	   key	   concern	   is	   one	   of	  mapping	   the	  ways	   in	  which	  meaning	   is	  fixed	   or	   unfixed	   into	   webs	   of	   meaning	   that	   are	   bound	   to	   each	   other	   (Laclau	   &	   Mouffe,	   1985:112).	  Discourse	  is	  in	  the	  framework	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  defined	  as	  a	  structured	  totality	  resulting	  from	  an	  articulatory	   practice,	   which	   creates	   a	   modification	   of	   identities	   (Laclau	   and	  Mouffe,	   1985:	   105).	   In	  order	   to	   analyse	   the	   contingent	   character	   of	   discursive	   acts,	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe	   introduce,	   amongst	  others,	  the	  concepts	  ‘nodal	  point’	  and	  ‘signifier’.	  These	  will	  be	  our	  analytical	  point	  of	  departure. 
Nodal points and signifiers 
Nodal	  points	   are	  perhaps	  best	  explained	  as	   ‘central	  privileged	  signifiers’	  or	   ‘reference	  points’,	  which	  bind	  together	  a	  particular	   ‘chain	  of	  meaning’	  or	   ‘chain	  of	  signification’	   to	  other	  signifiers	  within	  that	  discourse	  (Rear,	  2013:	  6).	  As	  such,	  nodal	  points	  are	  in	  themselves	  ‘empty	  signifiers’	  -­‐	  they	  only	  acquire	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meaning	  through	  their	  positioning	  relative	  to	  other	  signs	  (Rear,	  2013:	  7).	  From	  this	  outset,	  the	  nodal	  point	   ‘migration’	   does	   not	   hold	   any	   entrenched	   positive	   or	   negative	   connotations,	   but	   is	   ascribed	  meaning	   in	   the	   context	   of	   discursive	   acts.	   It	   is	   through	   articulatory	   practices	   that	   migration	   gains	  meaning	  relative	  to	  other	  signifiers,	  such	  as	  ‘dangerous/risky’	  or	   ‘necessary/indispensable’,	  and	  thus	  depart	  from	  being	  an	  element	  exempt	  from	  any	  (temporarily)	  fixed	  meaning. Also,	   the	   concept	   of	   ‘desecuritization’	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   a	   notion	   with	   contesting	   significance	   and	  meaning:	   all	   of	   the	   three	   desecuritization	   discourses	   laid	   out	   above	   induce	   opposing	   yet	   privileged	  meaning	   into	   the	   concept,	   thus	  making	   a	   nodal	   point	   out	   of	   it	   within	   each	   of	   the	   discourses.	   More	  specifically,	  different	  signifiers	   induce	  meaning	   into	  what	  desecuritization	  entails,	  and	  thus	  establish	  different	   chains	   of	   meaning	   around	   it.	   Below,	   we	   list	   some	   examples	   of	   how	   to	   apply	   this	   logic	   in	  relation	  to	  the	  desecuritization	  ideal	  types. 	   Nodal	  Point Signifiers Desecuritization	  (through	  security) humanitarianism,	  universalism,	  emancipation,	  individual/human	  security,	  protection Desecuritization	  (out	  of	  security) emancipation,	  politics,	  democracy,	  ethical	  deconstruction/dis-­‐identification	  and	  reconstruction/re-­‐identifying,	  equality,	  recognition, Desecuritization	  (by	  managing	  security) distinctiveness,	  collective	  identity,	  influence,	  particularity,	  minority	  rights,	  efficiency 	   The	   establishment	   of	   nodal	   points	   and	   signifiers	   relate	   to	   another	   pivotal	   concept	   of	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe;	   identity	   formation.	   They	   are	   generally	   involved	   in	   the	   formation	   of	   identity,	   due	   to	   the	  relativity	  of	  identity	  positions. 
Identity, antagonism and hegemony In	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe’s	  conceptualizations,	  all	  identities	  are	  relational	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  1985:	  	  106).	  In	  a	  specific	  discourse,	  some	  subject	  positionings	  are	  excluded	  while	  others	  are	  made	  possible.	  There	  is	   never	   a	   single	   fixed	   subject	   position,	   since	   subjects	   take	   positionings	   from	   different	   discourses	  depending	  on	  the	  context	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Philips,	  1999:	  53).	  To	  the	  different	  subject	  positionings	  are	  tied	  a	  variety	  of	  expectations	  about	  how	  you	  can	  act	  and	  configurations	  of	  where	  authority	  is	  placed	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Philips,	  1999:	  53).	  For	  example,	  an	  asylum-­‐seeker	  is	  primarily	  an	  asylum-­‐seeker	  in	  the	  arrival	  country.	  One	  is	  denied	  certain	  rights	  and	  privileges	  because	  of	  one’s	  undisclosed	  status,	  and	  is	  thus	  subjected	  to	  a	  position	  different	  from	  what	  one	  may	  have	  been	  used	  to.	  Simultaneously,	  one	  could	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be	   a	   parent,	   a	   doctor	   or	   a	   student,	   which	  would	   grant	   one	   a	   completely	   different	   set	   of	   rights	   and	  obligations.	   In	   the	  words	   ‘asylum-­‐seeker’	   and	   ‘refugee’	   lie	   a	   hierarchical	   connotation	   of	   outsider;	   of	  one	   that	   is	   pursuing	   to	   become	   part	   of	   the	   social	   Self,	   and	   therefore	   cannot	   be	   so	   at	   the	   current	  moment,	  which	  excludes	  other	  subject	  positionings.	  In	  this	  Self/Other	  distinction,	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  antagonism	  is	  a	  key	  mechanism. 	   
Antagonisms	  are	   central	   in	  understanding	   the	  ways	   in	  which	   limits	   and	  differences	   to	   the	   social	   are	  constructed.	  In	  the	  words	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  it	  is	  the	  presence	  of	  an	  ‘Other’	  that	  prevents	  the	  social	  from	  being	  totally	  itself	  (Laclau	  &	  Mouffe	  1985:	  125).	  It	  occurs	  because	  social	  actors	  are	  unable	  to	  fully	  attain	  their	  identity,	  since	  the	  presence	  of	  “an	  Other	  prevents	  me	  from	  being	  totally	  myself”	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis,	  2000:	  10).	  Antagonisms	  involve	  the	  establishment	  of	  frontier	  effects;	  the	  delineation	  between	  the	  internal	  and	  the	  external;	  because	  it	  is	  constitutive	  for	  identity	  formation	  and	  leads	  to	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  political	   frontier	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis	  2000:	  10).	   In	  relation	  to	   identity	  formation,	  antagonisms	  predominantly	  become	  a	  question	  of	  divisions	  between	  the	  internal	  and	  the	  external,	  the	  Self	   and	   the	  Other,	   since	   “Antagonism	  does	  not	   admit	   tertium	  quid	   [an	  unidentified	   third	   element]”	  (Laclau	   &	  Mouffe	   1985:	   129).	   Frontier	   effects	   are	   not	   limited	   to	   the	   territorial	   sphere,	   but	  may	   be	  unfolded	   in	   relation	   to	   many	   other	   constructs	   of	   particularities	   such	   as	   citizenship,	   ethnicity	   etc.	  Hence,	  we	   search	   for	  notions	  of	   an	   implicit	  or	  explicit	   antagonistic	  discourse	  between	  migrants	  and	  others.	   
 Having	  accounted	   for	  all	   the	  necessary	  analytical	   elements,	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  go	  on	   to	  produce	   the	  concept	  of	  hegemony.	  It	  is	  not	  an	  analytical	  concept	  in	  the	  same	  manner	  as	  those	  mentioned	  above,	  but	  a	   more	   comprehensive	   concept	   which	   requires	   an	   examination	   of	   a	   larger	   context	   of	   varying	  discourses.	   As	   such,	   it	   will	   not	   be	   applied	   in	   the	   same	   manner	   in	   our	   analysis,	   but	   is	   crucial	   as	   a	  background	   understanding	   to	   the	   potential	   outcomes	   of	   dominant	   and	   ‘successful’	   discourses.	  Hegemony	  can	  perhaps	  best	  be	  described	  as	  “the	  expansion	  of	  a	  discourse,	  or	  set	  of	  discourses,	  into	  a	  dominant	   horizon	   of	   social	   orientation	   and	   action	   by	   means	   of	   articulating	   unfixed	   elements	   into	  partially	   fixed	  moments	   in	  a	  context	  crisscrossed	  by	  antagonistic	   forces”	  (Torfing,	  1999:	  101).	   It	   is	  a	  type	  of	  social	  consensus,	  achieved	  through	  articulation	  and	  fixation	  of	  signifiers,	  which	  ascribes	  nodal	  points,	  and	  the	  chains	  of	  signification	  they	  are	  bound	  to,	  an	  unambiguous	  meaning.	  When	  dealing	  with	  identity	   formations,	   a	   hegemonizing	   process	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   a	   type	   of	   homogenizing	   discourse.	   It	  excludes	   contradictory	   subjects	   positionings,	   so	   that	   if	   there	   is	   no	   contradictions	   in	   subject	  positionings,	  it	  is	  a	  consequence	  of	  a	  homogenizing	  processes	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  1999:	  54).	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 In	   the	   forthcoming	  analysis,	  we	  examine	  which	  subject	  positions	   the	  discourse	  of	   the	  Berlin	   refugee	  strikers	   produces	   through	   both	   articulative	   and	   performative	   acts.	   Such	   constructions	   are	   induced	  meaning	   through	   their	   relationship	   with	   nodal	   points,	   signifiers	   and	   antagonisms,	   as	   will	   be	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  analysis.	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  logics	  of	  interrelational	  positionings	  will	  be	  touched	  upon. 
Logics Social	   antagonisms	   are	  discursive	   constructs	   that	   arise	   out	   of	   and	   simultaneously	   constitute	   certain	  logics.	   Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   (1985)	   discuss	   two	   separate	   logics	   that	   are	   focal	   in	   the	   construction	   of	  identity;	   namely,	   a	   logic	   of	   equivalence	   and	   a	   logic	   of	   difference.	   A	   logic	   of	   equivalence	  works	   by	  generating	   identities	  of	   equivalence	   (sameness)	   that	   express	  a	  pure	  negation	  of	   a	  discursive	   system	  (Howarth	   and	   Stavrakakis	   2000:	   11).	   In	   other	  words,	   this	   logic	   creates	   a	   weakening	   of	   established	  differences	  and	  a	  simplification	  of	  political	  space,	  which	  reduces	  the	  number	  of	  subject	  positionings.	  It	  is	  strongly	  based	  on	  a	   friend/enemy	  antagonism	  and	  could	  produce	  a	  political	   frontier	  between	  two	  opposite	  sites	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis	  2000:	  11).	  A	  logic	  of	  difference	  is	  the	  opposite	  to	  the	  logic	  of	  equivalence,	   since	   it	   creates	   an	   expansion	   in	   the	   system	   of	   difference	   through	   dissolving	   chains	   of	  equivalence,	  whereby	  it	  expands	  the	  system	  of	  order	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis	  	  2000:	  11).	  This	  logic	  increases	  and	  diversifies	   the	  possibility	  of	   subject	  positionings	  and	  builds	   less	  on	  creation	  of	  enemy	  antagonisms.	   A	   discourse	   based	   on	   the	   logic	   of	   difference	   could	   very	   well	   try	   to	   weaken	   a	   sharp	  antagonistic	   polarity	   (Howarth	   and	   Stavrakakis,	   2000:	   11).	   An	   adherence	   to	   one	   or	   the	   other	   logic	  determines	  how	  social	  space	  is	  ordered,	  because	  it	  is	  constitutive	  of	  social	  reality	  (Davidsen,	  2006:	  21-­‐22).	  They	   should	  however	  not	  be	  perceived	  as	  mutually	   exclusive,	   but	   rather	   as	  being	   in	  a	   complex	  interaction16	  (Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis,	  2000:	  12).	   	   Above,	  we	  have	  accounted	  for	  key	  concepts	   in	   the	  discourse	  analysis	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe.	  We	  have	  devoted	  our	  attention	   to	   the	  majority	  of	   the	  concepts	  presented	   in	  Hegemony	  and	  Socialist	   Strategy,	  because	   these	  provide	  us	  with	  an	  adequate	   set	  of	   analytical	   concepts,	  which	  allow	  us	   to	   thoroughly	  conduct	  our	  analysis	  and	  answering	  our	  problem	  statement.	  The	  concepts	  are	  significantly	  employed	  in	   the	   forthcoming	  analysis,	  and	  will	   thus	  not	  be	   fully	  unfolded	   in	   this	  section.	  Yet	  before	  we	  can	  do	  this,	  we	  will	  briefly	  address	  the	  choice	  of	  our	  empirical	  field	  and	  underscore	  a	  few	  reflexions	  on	  this.	   
                                                
16 They	  are	  also	  not	  comprehensive	  identity	  logics	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  others	  cannot	  simultaneously	  exist,	  but	  merely	  the	  ones	  mentioned	  by	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  as	  a	  set	  of	  dominant	  logics	  in	  identity	  formation. 
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Reflexions on Case Data In	  this	  study,	  we	  investigate	  how	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  movement	  can	  be	  conceptualized	  as	  a	  desecuritizing	   movement.	   We	   perceive	   it	   as	   a	   bottom-­‐up	   movement	   struggling	   to	   externalize	   a	  perception	  of	   themselves	  different	   to	   that	  entailed	  by	   the	  securitization	  of	  migration.	  Therefore,	  our	  research	  is	  primarily	  preoccupied	  with	  the	  struggle	  of	  the	  movement	  as	  it	  is	  perceived	  from	  within	  the	  movement,	  thus	  not	  focusing	  on	  the	  entire	  order	  of	  discourse	  surrounding	  it.	  It	  is	  the	  discourse	  of	  the	  desecuritizing	  actors	  –	  that	  is,	  the	  individuals	  taking	  part	  in	  the	  movement	  –	  that	  form	  the	  analytical	  point	  of	  departure	  of	  this	  case	  study,	  thus	  highlighting	  the	  rather	  narrow	  source	  of	  case	  data. 
 An	  initial	  task	  becomes	  one	  of	  defining	  what	  data	  should	  be	  regarded	  as	  representative	  in	  performing	  this	  analysis.	  For	  our	  choice	  of	  empirical	  data,	  we	  have	  set	  up	  some	  guiding	  principles.	  First,	  empirical	  data	  must	  be	  public	  statements	  intended	  at	  accounting	  for	  the	  motivation	  of	  the	  protesters.	  This	  can	  be	   one	   of	   two	   types;	   either	   manifestos/written	   accounts	   or	   public	   statements	   from	   speeches,	  interviews	   or	   the	   like,	   which	   aims	   at	   reaching	   an	   audience	   beyond	   the	   movement	   itself.	   Physical	  embodiments	  of	  resistance,	  in	  our	  study	  labelled	  performative	  acts,	  are	  also	  incorporated	  as	  discursive	  acts	   (cf.	   Methods).	   Common	   for	   the	   empirical	   selections	   is	   the	   delimitation	   of	   external	   actors	   in	  performing	   desecuritizing	   acts.	   This	   is	   not	   to	   neglect	   that	   desecuritizing	   acts	   may	   certainly	   be	  performed	  by	  external	  actors,	  but	  rather	  that	  this	  prioritization	  is	  rooted	  in	  our	  problem	  formulation	  and	  field	  of	  research.	  Second,	  we	  have	  primarily	  searched	  for	  statements	  that	  attempt	  to	  represent	  the	  whole	   group,	   rather	   than	   individual	   statements.	   We	   are	   aware	   that	   it	   is	   problematic	   to	   view	   a	  movement	   or	   a	   struggle	   as	   a	   cohesive	   and	   homogeneous	   unit,	   because	   for	   obvious	   reasons	   it	   will	  rarely	  ultimately	  be	  so.	  However,	  all	   texts	  are	   taken	   from	  official	  web	  sites	  representing	   the	  refugee	  strikers,	  and	  are	  thus	  viewed	  as	  representative	  of	  the	  discourse,	  although	  we	  cannot	  be	  certain	  of	  the	  diversity	  nor	  the	  position	  of	  the	  author(s).	  We	  have	  supplied	  the	  empirical	  data	  on	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  with	   the	  observations	  of	   other	   scholars	  who	  have	  been	  occupied	  with	  analysing	   the	  protests,	  although	  material	  on	  this	  specific	  case	  is	  limited. 
 The	   following	   section	   will	   highlight	   main	   events	   and	   developments	   in	   the	   protests	   of	   the	   refugee	  strikers. 
 28 
Case Background The	   initial	   protest	   of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   started	   as	   a	   reaction	   to	   a	   suicide	   in	   the	   southern	  German	   asylum	   camp,	   Würzburg	   in	   the	   spring	   of	   2012,	   with	   the	   main	   object	   of	   breaking	   the	  geographical	   isolation	   as	   a	   result	   of	   Residenzpflicht	   (Duvå	   and	   Simonsen,	   2013:	   37).	   The	   demand	  relates	  to	  the	  German	  asylum	  law,	  Residenzpflicht	  (mandatory	  residence),	  which	  bans	  asylum	  seekers	  from	   traveling	  within	  Germany,	   as	   they	  are	   forced	   to	   remain	  within	   the	   administrative	  district	   they	  have	   been	   allocated	   and	  where	   their	   application	   for	   asylum	   is	   being	   considered.	   If	   asylum	   seekers	  violate	  the	  restriction,	  which	  can	  only	  be	  lifted	  if	  a	  preceding	  application	  has	  been	  recognised	  by	  the	  authorities,	  they	  face	  administrative	  fines	  that	  will	  be	  deducted	  from	  the	  living	  allowance	  upon	  which	  they	  live	  (McGuaran	  and	  Hudig,	  2014:	  30).	  The	  demands	  of	  the	  movement	  have	  varied	  over	  time,	  but	  have	  stayed	  centred	  around	  issues	  of	  abolishment	  of	  Residenzpflicht,	  the	  shutdown	  of	  refugee	  camps,	  termination	  of	  all	  deportations	  along	  with	  demands	  of	  resident	  permit,	  the	  right	  to	  work	  and	  the	  right	  and	  opportunity	  to	  learn	  German	  as	  well	  as	  other	  rights	  they	  argue	  have	  been	  stripped	  off	  of	  them	  due	  to	  their	  position	  as	  asylum	  seekers. The	   protest	   started	   in	   the	   spring	   of	   2012,	   where	   a	   series	   of	   protest	   took	   place	   such	   as	   a	   march,	  demonstrations	  and	  hunger	  strikes.	  Throughout	  2013	  the	  protest	  not	  only	  developed	  in	  Berlin	  but	  also	  spread	   out	   across	   Germany	   with	   links	   to	   other	   similar	   protest	   in	   Europe	   such	   as	   Austria	   and	   the	  Netherlands	  (McGuaran	  and	  Hudig,	  2014:	  30). 
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Timeline of the Refugee Strike 2012-2013 
Date Event -­‐03-­‐12 Asylum	  seekers	  erect	  protest	  across	  various	  cities	  in	  Germany 08-­‐09-­‐2012 Start	  of	  protest	  march	  from	  Würzberg	  headed	  for	  Berlin 03-­‐10-­‐2012 Start	  of	  camp	  construction	  at	  Oranienplatz-­‐square	  in	  the	  Kreuzberg-­‐district 03-­‐10-­‐2012 The	  protest	  march	  arrives	  in	  Berlin	  at	  Oranienplatz-­‐square 24-­‐10-­‐2012 Refugee	  striker	  initiate	  first	  hunger	  strike	  and	  the	  protest	  at	  Pariser	  Platz-­‐square	  near	  Brandenburg	  Gate 31-­‐10-­‐2012 First	  meeting	  of	  refugee	  strikers	  at	  Pariser	  Platz-­‐square	  with	  mayor	  of	  Berlin’s	  Mitte-­‐district,	  State	  Secretary	  of	  Senate	  Department	  for	  Labor,	  Integration	  and	  Women,	  as	  well	  as	  Senate	  Department’s	  staff	  member	   02-­‐11-­‐2012 Refugee	  strikers	  hold	  talks	  with	  Federal	  Commissioner	  for	  Migration,	  Refugees	  and	  Integration	   22-­‐11-­‐2012 Refuge	  strikers	  meet	  with	  members	  of	  parliament’s	  Committee	  on	  Internal	  Affairs	  (Innenausschuss) 
08-­‐12-­‐2012 Refugee	  strikers	  participate	  in	  squatting	  of	  vacant	  school	  building	  Friedrichshain-­‐Kreuzberg	  district	   01-­‐03-­‐2013	  -­‐	  03-­‐03-­‐2013 Congress	  of	  protesting	  refugees	  in	  Europe	  taking	  place	  in	  Munich 26-­‐02-­‐2013	  -­‐	  20-­‐03-­‐2012 Refugees	  Revolution	  Bus	  Tour	  with	  visits	  in	  22	  cities	  in	  Germany 23-­‐03-­‐2013 Refugee	  Revolution	  Demonstration	  with	  over	  5000	  participants 11-­‐05-­‐2013 Liberation	  Bus	  Tour	  in	  South	  Germany 13-­‐06-­‐2013	  -­‐ 16-­‐06-­‐2013 International	  Tribunal	  in	  Germany	  under	  the	  title	  ‘United	  Against	  Colonial	  Injustice’ *The	  scheme	  is	  a	  development	  of	  a	  table	  by	  Thurid	  Bahr	  2013 
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Analysis 
Introduction to analysis Drawing	   on	   the	   analytical	   concepts	   from	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe,	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers’	   resistance	  discourse	  will	  in	  this	  chapter	  be	  examined.	  Focus	  will	  be	  on	  identifying	  meaning-­‐inducing	  signifiers	  to	  chosen	   nodal	   points	   in	   order	   to	   gain	   an	   understanding	   of	   possible	   counter-­‐logics	   and	   chains	   of	  significance	  construed	  in	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  discourse.	  The	  sections	  will	  each	  deal	  with	  a	  nodal	  point,	  and	  attach	  the	  respective	  signifiers	  to	  this	  nodal	  point.	  The	  last	  section	  however,	  namely	  
Protest,	  is	  preoccupied	  with	  specific	  forms	  of	  protest,	  such	  as	  the	  hunger	  strike,	  and	  will	  not	  have	  its	  signifiers	  attached	   to	   the	  nodal	  point	   Protest,	   but	   rather	  differing	  modes	  of	  protest.	  This	   is	  done	   for	  purposes	  of	  clarification.	  Last,	  the	  nodal	  points	  are	  extracted	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  position	  as	  ‘central	  privileged	  signifiers’;	  notions	  which	  are	  explicitly	  and	  frequently	  mentioned,	  and	  which	  are	  attributed	  their	  meaning	  through	  the	  construction	  of	  chains	  of	  meaning	  tied	  to	  the	  nodal	  points.	  The	  nodal	  points	  are	  identified	  as	  the	  following:	  migration,	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies,	  refugee/asylum-­‐seeker,	  rights	  and	  protest	  (see	  scheme	  further	  down	  for	  an	  elaboration).	   
 First,	   the	   section	  and	  nodal	  point	  Migration	  seeks	   to	   examine	   the	   refugee	   strikers	  perception	  of	   the	  very	  notion	  of	  migration.	  It	  is	  concluded	  that	  the	  signifier	  necessity	  induces	  both	  rational-­‐economical,	  as	  well	  as	  ethical	  and	  moral	  connotations	  to	  migration	  as	  a	  necessity. 
 Second,	   the	   refugees	   strikers’	   perception	   of	   the	   migration	   and	   asylum	   policies	   are	   examined.	   The	  signifiers	  ascribing	  the	  migration	  management	  regime	  -­‐	  the	  asylum,	  migrant	  and	  refugee	  policies	  -­‐	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  arbitrary,	  colonial,	  isolating	  and	  excluding. 
 Third,	  Subject	  Positions	  investigates	  the	  perceived	  impacts	  of	  the	  migration	  management	  regime	  on	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  identity.	  Giving	  meaning	  to	  the	  role	  and	  societal	  position	  of	  the	  refugee	   strikers	  are	   identified	  as	  not	   from	  here,	   objectification,	   of	   lower	   classes	  and	   striker.	   It	  will	  be	  shown	  how	   these	   connotations	  both	   induce	   the	   refugee	   striker	  with	  deprived	   agency,	   but	   also	  with	  productive	  agency. 
 Fourth,	   in	   the	   section	   Rights	   it	   is	   shown	   how	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   on	   the	   one	   hand	   reclaim	   their	  asserted	   inherent	  rights	  by	  drawing	  on	  a	  human	  rights	  discourse,	  and	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  enact	   their	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own	   rights	   of	   political	   participation	   and	   urge	   a	   peoples’	   power	   to	   act	   in	   the	   face	   of	   an	   insufficient	  system. 
 Fifth	  and	  last,	  the	  section	  and	  nodal	  point	  Protest	  is	  treated	  by	  focusing	  on	  three	  forms	  of	  protests	  or	  ‘spectacles	   of	   inclusion’	   undertaken	   by	   the	   refugee	   strikers.	   These,	  which	   structure	   the	   section,	   are	  ‘protest	  march’,	  ‘	  tent	  camp’	  and	  ‘hunger	  strike’. 
 Concludingly,	  antagonisms,	  as	  well	  as	  possible	  paradoxes	  of	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  discourse,	  are	  singled	  out.	  It	  will	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  neither	  reject	  nor	  accept	  the	  security	  logic	  completely	  -­‐	  subsequently	  turning	  their	  resistance	  strategy	  diverse	  and	  seemingly	  drawing	  on	  a	  range	  of	   differing	   and	   contrasting	   desecuritization	   logics.	   In	   order	   to	   clarify	   this	   labelling	   further,	   a	  discussion	  structured	  by	  the	  desecuritization	  ideal	  types	  will	  then	  be	  initiated. 
	  	  	   Analytical	  scheme	  showing	  nodal	  points	  and	  signifiers	  identifiable	  in	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers	  discourse. 
 
 
  
Nodal	  points Signifiers Migration Necessity	  -­‐	  as	  protection	  and	  economic	  &	  historical	  value 
 Migration	  and	  asylum	  policies Arbitrariness,	  Colonial,	  Exclusionary	  and	  Isolating 
Refugee/ asylum	  seeker Not	  from	  Here,	  Objectifying,	  Of	  Lower	  Classes,	  Striker  Rights	   Universalism,	  Enacting	  Political	  Participation,	  Peoples’	  Power Protest Protest	  March:	  Visible,	  Public,	  Present Tent	  Camp:	  Self-­‐Organisation,	  Collectivity,	  Solidarity Hunger	  Strike:	  Resistance,	  Control,	  Subjectivity 
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Migration In	   the	   discourse	   of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike,	   migration	   is	   a	   nodal	   point,	   which	   bind	   together	   a	  particular	  ‘chain’	  of	  meaning	  with	  other	  signifiers.	  The	  main	  argument	  of	  this	  section	  is	  that	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  induces	  other	  meanings	  to	  migration	  than	  those	  presented	  in	  the	  introduction.	  We	  will	  show	   how	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   apply	  meaning	   to	  migration	   through	   the	   signifier	   ‘necessity’	   in	   two	  chains	   of	   meanings;	   first,	   as	   an	   economic	   value	   and	   second,	   by	   notions	   of	   protection	   and	  humanitarianism. 
Migration as a Two Folded Necessity “Europe	  has	  launched	  a	  war	  against	  migration,	  in	  which	  Germany	  plays	  a	  central	  role”	  (2012) 
 According	   to	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   migration	   is	   being	   dealt	   with	   based	   on	   a	   logic	   of	   war	   and	  consequently	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  they	  are	  experiencing	  a	  securitization	  of	  migration	  within	  the	  EU.	  In	  opposition	  to	  this	  logic	  of	  war,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  argue:	  “Migration	  is	  a	  necessity!”	  (November	  2013).	  By	   ascribing	  meaning	   to	  migration	   as	   a	  necessity,	   they	   construct	   it	   as	   inevitable	   and	   constitutive	   to	  society.	   “This	  caravan	  will	  also	  be	  a	  caravan	  for	  memory!	  It	  will	  remind	  everyone	  that	  migration	  in	  the	  twentieth	  century	  provided	  entire	  armies	  of	  soldiers	  and	  workers	  who	  died	  on	  the	  front	  lines	  or	  worked	  to	  death	  for	  benefit	  of	  the	  European	  states”	  (November	  2013).	   
 By	   articulating	   the	  migration	   as	   a	   historically	   constituted	   and	   a	   resource	   in	   providing	  workforce	   to	  Europe,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   situate	   it	   in	   a	   historical	   context,	   and	   simultaneously	   emphasize	   the	  benefits	  of	  migration	  in	  Europe. In	   another	   statement,	   they	   again	   articulate	   migration	   as	   a	   necessity,	   followed	   by	   the	   argument:	  “particularly	  when	  one	  escapes	  war,	  starvation	  or	  poverty”	  (March	  2013f).	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  thus	  underline	  that	  their	  motivation	  for	  coming	  to	  Europe	  is	  not	  hasty	  and	  unserious,	  but	  out	  of	  necessity,	  and	  that	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  for	  them	  to	  be	  in	  their	  place	  of	  origin.	  By	  attributing	  the	  signifier	  ‘necessity’	  with	  issues	  of	  ‘war,	  starvation	  and	  poverty’,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  create	  an	  existential	  meaning	  around	  the	  signifier,	  since	  it	  deals	  with	  matters	  of	  life	  and	  death.	  In	  another	  statement	  they	  state	  in	  a	  similar	  fashion:	   “it’s	   necessary	   to	   realise	   that	   refugees	   do	   not	   flee	   their	   native	   countries	   for	   fun”	   (October	  2012e).	   By	   underlining	   the	   genuine	   need	   for	   and	   entitlement	   to	   protection,	   a	   human	   security	  discourse	  is	  brought	  into	  play. 
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Constructing	  migration	  as	  a	  necessity	  could	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  move	  matters	  of	  migration	  from	  the	  security	  sphere	  into	  the	  sphere	  of	  normal	  politics:	  first,	  by	  articulating	  migration	  as	  	  historical	  -­‐	  and	  second,	  as	  an	  economic	  value	  and	  resource	  in	  supplying	  workforce.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  constructing	  migration	  as	  a	  necessity,	  by	  adding	  meaning	  of	  humanitarianism	  and	  protection,	  is	  in	  fact	  an	   embracing	   of	   the	   security	   logic.	   By	   claiming	   refugee	   status,	   albeit	   most	   of	   them	   are	   non-­‐status	  refugees,	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers	  not	  only	  reinforce	  their	  presence	  as	  one	  relating	  to	  security,	  but	  they	  also	  attempt	  to	  widen	  this	  human	  security	  label	  by	  contesting	  and	  expanding	  the	  criteria	  for	  what	  it	   takes	   to	   reach	   refugee	   status.	   As	   Nyers	   emphasise	   (2006:	   64),	   “self-­‐identified	   and	   organized	   as	  ‘refugees’	  (by	  others	  often	  defined	  as	  non-­‐status	  refugees)	  point	  toward	  a	  question	  of	  protection	  and	  security	   rather	   than	   immigration.	  Claiming	   refugee	   identity	   can	  be	  perceived	  as	   a	   collective	   form	  of	  risk	  management:	   it	   allows	   for	   the	   issues	  of	  protection	   (from	   torture,	   jail,	   death	  etc)	   to	   come	   to	   the	  forefront	  of	  the	  campaign	  for	  regularization	  of	  their	  status”. 
Part Conclusion The	  focus	  of	  the	  section	  was	  to	  display	  a	  divergence	  in	  meaning	  created	  around	  the	  notion	  and	  nodal	  point	  of	  migration.	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  raise	  a	  critique	  of	  the	  way	  migration	  is	  handled	  in	  Europe	  and	  attempt	  to	  contest	  the	  securitizing	  discourse	  on	  migration.	  They	  contest	  the	  meaning	  of	  migration	  by	  articulating	  it	  as	  a	  ‘necessity’,	  which	  is	  attributed	  meaning	  through	  other	  signifiers.	  First,	  by	  pointing	  to	  historical	  and	  economic	  perspectives	  of	  migration.	  Second,	  by	  articulating	  migration	  as	  a	  necessity	  the	   refugee	   strikers	   frame	   it	   as	   a	   human	   security	   issue	   and	   underline	   the	   need	   for	   protection.	   The	  strikers’	  re-­‐articulation	  of	  migration	  creates	  positive	  connotations,	  in	  contradiction	  to	  the	  securitized	  discourse	  on	  migration.	  Concludingly,	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  self-­‐claimed	  name	  as	  refugees	  and	  asylum-­‐seekers	  are	  interpreted	  as	  both	  an	  acceptance	  and	  an	  expansion	  of	  the	  security	  logic. 	   	    
Asylum and migration policies “The	  history	  of	  the	  refugee	  protests	  (...)	  contains	  an	  extensive	  history	  of	  repression	  and	  sanctions	  up	  to	  massive	  violence	  against	  fugitives	  by	  police	  and	  government	  agencies	  to	  keep	   refugees	   in	   a	   system	   of	   disempowerment,	   deprivation,	   isolation,	   control	   and	  dependence…	  Your	  policy	  of	  exclusion,	  lack	  of	  solidarity,	  division	  and	  playing	  off	  of	  each	  other	  people	  will	  fail”	  (March	  2013f).	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The	   Refugee	   Strikers	   raise	   a	   comprehensive	   set	   of	   critiques	   of	   the	   European	   asylum	   system	   and	  several	   specific	   policies,	   encompassing	   asylum	   camps,	   the	   asylum	   procedure,	   deportations,	   border	  control,	  Residenzpflicht,	  food	  packages,	  access	  to	  work	  and	  learning	  languages.	  We	  have	  identified	  the	  main	   signifiers	   structuring	   the	   chain	   of	   meaning	   around	   these	   practices	   as	   ‘arbitrary,	   ‘colonial’,	  ‘exclusionary’	   and	   ‘isolating’.	   In	   this	   section,	  we	  will	   examine	  how	   the	  different	   signifiers	   produce	   a	  chain	  of	   significance	   tied	   to	   the	  nodal	  point	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies.	   The	  key	  argument	  of	   the	  section	   is	   that	   the	   refugee	   strikers’	   representations	  of	   the	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies	  help	   to	   re-­‐politicise	  their	  position	  as	  asylum	  seekers,	  refugees	  and	  migrants. 
Arbitrary “The	  Residenzpflicht	   (obligation	   of	   residence)	   is	   like	   an	   open	  prison,	  which	  deprive	   our	  rights.	   It	  makes	  us	  subject	   to	  arbitrary	  and	  humiliating	  police	  controls	  all	  over	  Germany.	  For	  us	  mobility	  equals	  a	  criminal	  act”	  (January	  2013a). 
 In	  the	  quote,	  the	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies	  are	  perceived	  ‘arbitrary’	  and	  ‘humiliating’;	  two	  terms,	  which	  carry	  connotations	  of	  autocracy	  and	  injustice,	  and	  thus	  questions	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  authority	  is	  organized	  and	  executed	  in	  Germany. “It’s	   illegal	   to	   lock	  up	  refugees	   in	   lagers	  where	   they	  are	   treated	   like	  prisoners”,	   the	  Refugee	  Strikers	  express	  in	  a	  press	  release	  (October	  2012e).	  By	  stating	  that	  the	  German	  governance	  is	  not	  only	  based	  on	   arbitrariness	   and	   humiliation,	   but	   indeed	   ‘illegal’	   practices	   -­‐	   such	   as	   the	   ‘locking	   up’	   of	   asylum	  seekers	  in	  refugee	  camps	  -­‐	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  attempt	  to	  produce	  a	  criminalization	  discourse	  around	  the	  migration	  management	  practices.	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  write	  in	  a	  statement	  that	  there	  is	  a	  ‘criminal	  enforcement’	   of	   repressive	   and	   restrictive	  migration	   policies	   (November	   2013).	   Being	   in	   an	   asylum	  camp	  is	  then	  framed	  as	  ‘being	  locked	  up’	  and	  treated	  like	  a	  prisoner	  rather	  than	  being	  accommodated	  through	   gestures	   of	   hospitality	   or	   protection,	   as	   a	   refugee	   is	   otherwise	   entitled	   to.	   Handling	   this	  criminalization	   -­‐	  or	  securitization	  -­‐	   the	  police	   in	  particular,	   is	  attributed	  guilt.	   In	  a	  reaction	  to	  police	  checks	   of	   refugee	   strikers	   going	   to	   a	   demonstration,	   they	   call	   the	   police	   controls	   both	   ‘racist’	   and	  ‘arbitrary’	   (March	   2013f).	   Regarding	   an	   eviction	   performed	   by	   the	   police	   in	   Vienna,	   they	   state	   in	   a	  similar	   line:	   “We	   strongly	   condemn	   the	   harassment	   and	   violation	   of	   human	   rights	   executed	   by	   the	  state	  police	  in	  the	  camp	  last	  night”	  (December	  2012c).	  Attributing	  the	  police's	  handling	  of	  the	  refugees	  meaning	  through	  arbitrariness,	  racism	  and	  repression,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  construct	  the	  practices	  of	  the	   migration	   management	   regime	   as	   being	   criminal	   and	   in	   non-­‐accordance	   with	   the	   rule	   of	   law.	  Although	  not	  explicitly	  connecting	   the	  criminality	  of	   the	  migration	  management	  regime	   to	  a	  specific	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breach	   of	   law,	   ‘criminal’	   takes	   a	   general	   meaning	   through	   the	   alignment	   with	   the	   notion	   of	  arbitrariness,	  which	  is	  a	  crime	  in	  itself	  in	  general	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  in	  human	  rights	  regimes.	   
 The	   construction	   of	   the	  migration	  management	   regime	   as	   criminal	   contradicts	   the	   securitizing	   and	  criminalizing	  discourse	  on	  asylum	  seekers,	   since	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  circumvent	   the	  criminalization	  from	   being	   ascribed	   to	   migrant	   and	   refugees,	   and	   instead	   place	   it	   on	   German	   institutions	   and	  European	  agencies.	  Discursively,	  they	  thereby	  construct	  German	  and	  European	  institutions	  as	  carrying	  out	  criminal	  practices	  which	  violate	  Human	  Rights. 
Colonial  In	  the	  statement,	  Enough	  is	  Enough,	  It	  is	  time	  for	  resistance,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  mention	  the	  practices	  of	  Residenzpflicht	  as	  “inventions	  of	  imperialist	  invaders,	  to	  control	  and	  oppress	  the	  local	  people	  in	  the	  occupied	  land”	  (October	  2012e).	  When	  mentioning	  the	  issues	  of	  deportation	  and	  Residenzpflicht	  the	  refugee	   strikers	   situate	   their	   struggle	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   violent	   history	   of	   colonization	   of	   Germany.	  Residenzpflicht	  is	  argued	  to	  be	  a	  practice	  from	  “a	  racist	  colonial	  area”	  and	  “a	  part	  of	  a	  German	  colonial	  legacy”	  (October	  2012e).	   	  The	  relation	  to	  colonialism	  is	  also	  established	  in	  a	  press	  release	  under	  the	  headline	  Memory	   and	   Dignity;	   	   “We	   come	   from	   countries	   that	   have	   been	   affected	   for	   decades	   by	  colonial	  and	  imperialist	  wars	  and	  policies	  of	  European	  governments”	  (November	  2013).	  Underscoring	  this,	  the	  refugees	  state	  that	  “the	  German	  federal	  state	  is	  the	  only	  (former)	  colonial	  state	  which	  asserts	  this	  law	  still	  on	  the	  (former)	  colonized”	  (October	  2012e).	  By	  setting	  ‘former’	  in	  brackets	  in	  the	  above	  quote,	   they	   construct	   the	   German	   federal	   state	   as	   being	   to	   some	   extent	   still	   a	   colonial	   state.	   This	  representation	  and	   relation	  between	  asylum	  seekers	   and	   the	  German	   federal	   state	  builds	   a	  political	  frontier	   between	   the	   colonizer	   and	   colonized;	   the	   oppressor	   and	   the	   oppressed.	   They	   situate	   the	  relation	   between	   them;	   the	   refugees,	   as	   the	   oppressed	   and	   the	   German	   state	   as	   an	   oppressor	   in	   a	  context	  of	  a	  colonial	  history,	  and	  thereby	  underline	  the	  relevance	  of	  history	  in	  relation	  to	  their	  subject	  positioning,	  whereby	  they	  establish	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  between	  Germany	  and	  the	  refugees. Underlining	   their	   historical	   interconnectedness	   to	   Germany,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   in	   a	   sense	   counter	  what	  Liisa	  Malkki	  has	  called	  a	  process	  of	  dehistoricization.	  Herein,	   individuals	   in	  a	   refugee	  position,	  are	  through	  representations	  by	  governments	  and	  mass	  media	  being	  detached	  from	  their	  context	  and	  history,	   and	   presented	   as	   an	  Other	   (Malkki	   1996:	   378).	   The	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strikes’	   articulations	   of	  their	  post-­‐colonial	   position	   in	   the	  migration	  management	   regime,	   could	   thus	  be	   seen	  as	   an	  effort	   to	  establish	  a	  historical	  link	  of	  belonging	  and	  counteract	  a	  process	  of	  dehistoricization	  and	  Othering.	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Isolation and exclusion In	   their	   writings,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   represent	   asylum	   camps	   as	   “physical	   and	   mental	   prisons”	  (March	  2013e).	  Further	  they	  write	  that	   in	  asylum	  camps,	   they	  are	  “treated	   like	  a	  prisoner”	  (October	  2012e).	  Additionally,	  they	  articulate	  waiting	  time	  as	  an	  indicator	  of	  “white	  and	  psychological	  torture”	  (September	   2012a).	   In	   these	   statements,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   construct	   an	   association	   between	   the	  asylum	  camps	  and	  the	  prisons,	  as	  well	  as	  between	  the	  asylum	  seekers	  and	  prisoners,	  who	  are	  being	  controlled	   and	   live	   in	   isolation.	   They	   conceptualize	   the	   camp	   as	   a	   space	  where	   asylum	   seekers	   are	  being	  “isolated	  from	  the	  public	  and	  sometimes	  even	  the	  urban	  spheres”	  (September	  2012a). 
 The	  refugee	  strikers	  representation	  of	  the	  camp’s	  space,	  carry	  similarities	  to	  the	  conceptualization	  of	  camp	  space	  by	  Agamben,	  which	  shows	  in	  the	  statement:	  “[t]he	  guarded	  camps	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  facilities	  has	  turned	  them	  into	  a	  place	  not	  for	  living	  but	  merely	  surviving.	  We	  demand	  the	  abolition	  of	  asylum	  camps...”	  (September	  2012a).	  ‘Bare	  life’	  refers	  to	  a	  positioning	  of	  the	  ‘Other’	  as	  placed	  in	  a	  paradoxical	  position	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  law;	  the	  refugee	  is	  in	  the	  asylum	  camp	  being	  excluded	  from	  politicized	  life	  and	   being	   deprived	   of	   all	   rights,	   but	   is	   still	   being	   subjected	   to	   the	   law	   (Darling	   2009:	   651).	   Those	  subjected	   to	   this	   position	   of	   bare	   life	   lose	   both	   their	   political	   voice	   and	   their	   ability	   to	   represent	  themselves,	  by	  which	  they	  lose	  both	  the	  ability	  of	  political	  response	  and	  agency	  (Darling	  2009:	  651-­‐2).	  In	  the	  camp,	  the	  refugee	  remains	  powerless	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  state,	  and	  through	  state	  sovereignty	  the	  ban	   from	   belonging	   is	   legitimized	   (Mountz	   2011:	   386,	   Millner	   2011:	   324).	   The	   refugee	   strikers	  articulate:	   “We	   are	   intentionally	   being	   isolated	   from	   the	   surrounding	   society”	   (January	   2013a).	  Focusing	  on	  the	  existence	  of	  the	  excluding	  and	  isolating	  asylum	  camps,	  the	  refugees	  pose	  questions	  to	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  politics	  of	  life	  is	  organized	  as	  whole.	   
 Finally,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  perceive	  the	  migration	  management	  regime,	  and	  the	  Lagers	  in	  particular,	  as	  exposing	  them	  to	  isolation	  and	  exclusion;	  exception	  and	  bare	  life.	  Sloganing	  “No	  borders,	  no	  nation,	  stop	   deportation”,	   the	   refugees	   attempt	   to	   deal	   with	   not	   only	   the	   existence	   of	   particular	   camps	   or	  practices,	   but	   the	   system	   as	   a	   whole.	   It	   is	   the	   nation-­‐state	   and	   contemporary	   forms	   of	   exercising	  authority	  and	  security,	  which	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  root	  problem. 
Part Conclusion The	  signifiers	  found	  in	  this	  section	  produce	  a	  representation	  of	  the	  migration	  management	  regime	  and	  the	  migration	  and	  asylum	  policies	  as	  highly	  marginalizing	  and	  repressive.	  By	  describing	  the	  practices	  of	   the	  migration	  management	   regime	   as	   arbitrary,	   the	  Berlin	  Refugee	   Strike	  draws	  on	   international	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language	  through	  with	  they	  mobilize	  legitimacy	  for	  their	  struggle.	  Through	  articulating	  the	  migration	  management	  regime	  as	  colonial,	  the	  refugees	  attempt	  to	  situate	  their	  struggle	  in	  a	  historical	  context	  of	  colonialism,	   whereby	   a	   political	   frontier	   is	   established	   between	   the	   oppressor/the	   oppressed	   -­‐	   the	  colonizer/colonized.	  Further,	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  counteract	  a	  process	  of	  dehistoricization	  relating	  to	  the	  position	  of	  ‘the	  refugee’	  and	  establish	  a	  justified	  historical	  bond	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging	  between	   Germany	   and	   the	   refugees.	  When	   inducing	  meanings	   of	   ‘isolation’	   and	   ‘exclusion’	   into	   the	  migrant	  management	  regime,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  point	  to	  how	  the	  migration	  management	  regime	  is	  creating	  a	  state	  of	  exception	  where	  asylum	  seekers	  are	  being	  isolated	  from	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  thus	  reduced	  to	  a	  position	  as	  ‘bare	  life’. 
Refugee/Asylum-Seeker “Germany	  gave	  me	   six	  months	   residency	   in	   order	   to	  prove	   that	   I’m	  a	   foreigner.	   Every	  time	  I	  look	  at	  this	  temporary	  residency,	  I	  feel	  that	  I’m	  a	  foreigner	  (...)	  I	  don’t	  know	  why	  I’m	  different	  than	  other	  people	  in	  this	  country.”	  (August	  2012c) 
 Such	   is	   the	   conclusive	   remark	   of	   a	   letter	   written	   by	   an	   Afghani	   refugee	   about	   the	   continuous	  uncertainty	  of	  being	  an	  asylum	  seeker	   in	  Germany.	  The	  perceptions	  and	  articulations	  of	   the	  refugee,	  migrant	  and	  asylum-­‐seeker	  “identity”	  is	  a	  central	  inquiry	  made	  by	  this	  study. 
 In	  the	  following	  section	  we	  will	  examine	  how	  chains	  of	  signification	  are	  constructed	  around	  the	  nodal	  points	   of	   the	   category	   ‘the	   asylum	   seeker’	   and	   ‘the	   refugee’.	   First,	   we	  will	   from	   the	   position	   of	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  analyse	  which	  subject	  positions	  to	  the	  asylum	  seeker	  and	  refugee	  are	  made	  available	  by	   the	   general	   securitizing	   discourse.	   Second,	   we	   look	   at	   which	   subject	   positionings	   the	   refugee	  strikers	   take	   upon	   them	   as	   part	   of	   desecuritizing	   moves.	   The	   signifiers	   inducing	   meaning	   into	   the	  nodal	  points	  asylum	  seeker	  and	  refugee	  will	  be	  proven	  to	  be	  not	  from	  here,	  objects,	  of	  lower	  classes	  and	  
striker.	  We	  will	  investigate	  which	  contesting	  forms	  of	  subject	  positionings	  that	  are	  taken	  to	  use	  by	  the	  refugees.	   The	   main	   argument	   will	   be	   that	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   take	   an	   approach	   simultaneously	  accepting	  and	  refusing	  the	  security	  logic. 
Not	  from	  Here “We	  are	  asylum	  seekers,	  refugees,	  undocumented	  migrants,	  Europeans	  with	  a	  “migration	  background”,	  we	   are	   all	   those	  who	  have	  no	   full	   citizenship.	  We	   are	   those	  who	  wear	   the	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label	   “not	   from	  here”.	  Our	  real	  or	  supposed	  origin	   is	  an	  argument	   to	  deprive	  us	  of	  many	  rights”.	  (November	  2013) 
 The	   Refugee	   Strikers	   recurrently	   refer	   to	   public	   perceptions	   of	   themselves	   as	   “not	   from	   here”	   and	  “neglected	   people”.	   The	   above-­‐cited	   highlights	   the	   alienated	   status,	   which	   the	   Refugee	   Strikers	   feel	  subjected	  to	  -­‐	  both	  in	  public	  discourses	  and	  through	  political	  measures.	  The	  perception	  of	  Otherness,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Refugee	  Strikers,	  is	  closely	  associated	  to	  the	  question	  of	  a	  full	  sense	  of	  belonging	  through	  citizenship.	  The	  Refugee	  Strikers	  believe	   themselves	   to	  be	   isolated	  and	  outside,	   rather	   than	  equal	   parts	   of	   the	   community.	   Their	   othering	   forms	   a	   political	   frontier,	   in	   which	   asylum-­‐seekers	  distinguished	   from	  Germans,	   subsequently	   laying	  ground	   for	  producing	   institutional	  differentiations	  where	   asylum-­‐seekers	   are	   subjected	   to	   policies,	   which	   Germans	   are	   not.	   The	   social	   construct	   of	  asylum-­‐seekers	   as	   potential	   threats	   is	   then	   what	   constitutes	   the	   limit	   of	   the	   social	   and	   political	   in	  Germany. 
 Through	   a	   logic	   of	   equivalence,	   a	   simplification	   of	   political	   space	   is	   then	   created,	   and	   this	  simplification	  arguably	  reduces	  the	  number	  of	  subject	  positionings	  that	  the	  refugees	  can	  take.	  Whilst	  an	   individual	   such	   as	   the	   refugee	   contains	   many	   identity	   positionings	   -­‐	   as	   is	   the	   case	   is	   for	   other	  individuals	  (being	  a	  worker,	  a	  mother,	  a	  student,	  etc.)	  -­‐	  	  these	  possible	  identity	  positionings	  are	  being	  excluded	  in	  the	  securitized	  discourse,	  where	  the	  ‘not-­‐from-­‐here’	  status	  deprives	  the	  refugees	  from	  the	  social	   and	   political	   characteristic.	   The	   refugee	   can	   only	   become	   that	   which	   the	   citizen	   is	   not,	   as	   a	  consequence	  of	  a	  logic	  of	  Otherness. 
Objectification “We	  are	  forced	  to	  live	  in	  lager,	  treated	  like	  prisoners,	  subdued	  to	  decisions	  taken	  over	  our	  head,	  just	  receiving	  orders.”	  (January	  2013a) 
 In	   the	   refugee	   camps,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   experience	   being	   treated	   like	   prisoners.	   They	   are	   in	   a	  position	  subjected	  to	  the	  arbitrary	  authority	  of	  others	  and	  incapable	  of	  exercising	  self-­‐determination.	  The	   position	   of	   being	   an	   asylum	   seeker	   thus	   entails	   having	   imposed	   force	   upon	   oneself	   and	  subsequently;	  being	  deprived	  of	  agency.	  They	  claim	  to	  be	  “handled	  like	  objects”,	  “treated	  like	  animals”	  and	   that	   “many	   of	   the	   mass	   medias	   have	   created	   the	   illusion	   that	   Asylum	   seekers	   are	   merely	  consumer”	  (September	  2012a).	  The	  portrayal	  of	  asylum-­‐seekers	  as	  ‘merely	  consumers’	  metaphorically	  contributes	  to	  enforcing	  the	  asylum-­‐seeker	  as	  one	  incapable	  of	  doing	  anything	  but	  passively	  surviving	  by	  consuming.	  Through	  several	  statements,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  emphasise	  how	  such	  objectifications	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as	  animal	  and	  consumer	  deprive	  asylum-­‐seekers	  construct	  them	  as	  dependent	  and	  inproductive.	  As	  a	  consequence,	   it	   is	   argued	   that	   “our	   self-­‐determination	   is	   taken	   away”	   (January	   2013a).	   In	   linguistic	  terms,	   ‘to	   consume’	   appears	   the	   exact	   opposite	   of	   ‘to	   contribute’.	   	   ‘Work’	   then	   becomes	   a	   key	  instrument	   in	   breaking	   with	   the	   ‘merely	   consumer’	   identification	   and	   the	   struggle	   against	  objectification	   takes	  an	  aim	  of	  emphasising	   the	   lack	  of	  basic	   labour	   rights,	  which	   is	  what	  makes	   the	  refugees	  unable	  to	  contribute.	  They	  emphasize	  that	  as	  asylum-­‐seekers	  and	  refugees	  are	  in	  a	  constant	  waiting	   position	  where	   they	   are	   “forced	   to	   only	   hang	   around	   in	   the	   lagers	   [camps],	   just	   eating	   and	  sleeping	   all	   day”	   (January	   2013a),	   they	   are	   therefore	   deprived	   from	   the	   mere	   possibility	   of	  contributing.	  Simultaneously,	  the	  prospects	  of	  returning	  to	  ‘normal’	  ways	  of	  life	  are	  “postponed	  to	  an	  ambiguous	   future”	   (September	  2012a).	  The	  objectification	  and	  dispossession	  of	  agency,	  which	   takes	  on	   a	   general	   dimension	   due	   to	   its	   uncertain	   return,	   thus	   appear	   to	  mark	   distinctive	   features	   of	   the	  lives	  of	  asylum-­‐seekers	  who	  are	  awaiting	  procedure. 
Of	  Lower	  Classes “More	   than	   ever,	  we	   are	   being	   targeted	   and	   blamed	   for	   every	   social	   and	   political	   problems.	  Therefore,	  we	  call	  all	  working,	  insecure	  and	  oppressed	  people	  to	  unite...”	  (March	  2013f). 
 The	  Refugee	  Strikers	  often	  place	  themselves	  within	  a	  larger	  context	  of	  those	  who	  are	  underprivileged,	  which	  is	  apparent	  in	  the	  quote.	  The	  “general	  attack	  and	  lowering	  of	  workers	  rights	  and	  of	  all	  the	  lower	  classes	  of	  society”	  (November	  2013)	  and	  their	  “fight	  on	  the	  streets	  for	  our	  liberty	  against	  the	  capitalist	  system	  of	   isolation”	   (April	   2013)	   are	   quotes	   pointing	   to	   the	   refugee	   strikers’	   alignment	  with	   issues	  ‘bigger’	   than	   their	   own,	   such	   as	   an	   anti-­‐capitalist	   resistance	   and	   struggle	   for	   the	   lower	   classes.	   In	  another	   statement,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   stress	   solidarity	   and	   unity	   between	  marginalized	   groups	   in	  society	  -­‐	  not	  only	  as	  way	  of	  combating	  -­‐	  but	  as	  a	  pathway	  towards	  peace	  and	  justice: 
 “All	   this	   takes	   place	   in	   a	   context	   of	   economic	   crisis	   where	   the	   social	   rights	   of	   the	   working	  classes	  are	  being	  destroyed,	  one	  after	  the	  others.	  The	  rise	  of	  racism	  and	  discrimination	  against	  migrants,	   refugees	   (…)	   the	   fierce	   exploitation	   of	   migrants’	   labour	   force	   contributes	   to	   the	  general	  attack	  and	  lowering	  of	  workers	  rights	  and	  of	  all	  the	  lower	  classes	  of	  society	  (…)	  we	  call	  all	  working,	  insecure	  and	  oppressed	  people	  to	  unite	  for	  more	  rights,	  for	  a	  world	  of	  peace	  and	  social	  justice…”.	  (March	  2013f). 
 The	  struggle	  of	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  are	  then	  set	   in	  relation	  to	  a	  broader	  struggle	  of	  social	   justice	  for	  rights	  for	  the	  oppressed,	  insecure	  and	  working	  people.	  Unity	  among	  these	  groups	  becomes	  key	  to	  the	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refugees	  in	  the	  process	  of	  claiming	  agency	  and	  establish	  alliance-­‐shaping:	  “since	  one	  year,	  we	  fight	  on	  the	  streets	  for	  our	  liberty	  and	  against	  the	  capitalist	  system	  of	  isolation…	  Accordingly,	  we	  will	  be	  on	  the	  streets	   the	  1s	  of	  May	  -­‐	   the	  day	  of	   the	  workers’	  coalition,	  solidarity	  and	  resistance!”	   (April	  2013).	  So,	  whilst	  in	  many	  of	  the	  texts	  the	  causes	  for	  the	  miserable	  conditions	  of	  asylum-­‐seekers	  are	  attributed	  to	  repressive,	  inhumanitarian	  migration	  policies	  in	  Germany	  and	  in	  a	  wider	  European	  context,	  the	  above	  quotes	   indicate	   a	   confrontation	   with	   an	   even	   wider,	   global	   systemic	   context	   of	   capitalism.	   In	   this	  context,	  the	  agency-­‐deprived	  refugee	  is	  not	  a	  direct	  outcome	  of	  specific	  state	  practices,	  but	  a	  necessary	  side	  product	  of	  the	  capitalist	  system	  as	  it	  is. 
 Appealing	  to	  a	  wider	  aim	  of	  changing	  the	  structure	  of	   ‘the	  system’,	  the	  refugees	  link	  their	  struggle	  to	  other	  underprivileged,	  marginalized	  and	  lower	  groups	  in	  society,	  and	  establish	  a	  solidarity	  connection	  between	  these	  based	  on	  a	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  establishing	  capitalism	  -­‐	  or	  the	  global	  system	  as	  it	  is	  -­‐	  as	  a	  common	  Other. 
 It	  was	  demonstrated	   in	   the	  above	   section	  how	  asylum-­‐seekers	   feel	   subjected	   to	   ‘not-­‐from-­‐here’	   and	  objectivised	  categorizations.	  In	  the	  following	  section	  it	  will	  be	  shown	  how	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  actively	  seek	  to	  articulate	  an	  identity	  rupturing	  with	  them	  as	  passive	  and	  objectified.	  Further	  than	  just	  aligning	  with	   other	   struggling	   groups,	   the	   refugees	   aim	   to,	   by	   adding	   the	   signifier	   striker	   to	   the	   nodal	   point	  asylum	  seeker,	  articulate	  an	  identity	  infused	  with	  resistance	  and	  action. 
Strikers “We	  are	  no	  victims,	  we	  are	  fighters!”	  (December	  2012a) 
 The	  quote	  above	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  frequently	  used	  slogans	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike.	  Rallying	  	  this	  out	   loudly	   in	   the	  streets,	   the	  refugees	  seem	  to	  reject	   the	  human	  security	   logic	  as	  one	  that	  victimizes	  and	  pacifies	  refugees	  by	  subjecting	  them	  to	  the	  ‘hospitality’	  of	  others.	  Contrary	  to	  being	  victims,	  they	  produce	  themselves	  as	  fighters	  with	  political	  agency. 
 When	   the	   protesters	   in	   Berlin	   sent	   out	   their	   first	   declaration,	   it	   read:	   “We	   are	   the	   voice	   of	   those	  eliminated	  and	  neglected	  people	  who	  now	  want	   to	  remind	  their	  existence	   to	  all	  people”	   (September	  2012a).	   In	  similar	   fashion	  they	  state:	  “no	  repression,	  no	  prohibition	  can	  prevent	  us	   from	  continuing,	  expanding	  and	  intensifying	  the	  Refugee	  protests”	  (March	  2013f).	  They	  exhibit	  a	  persistence	  to	  affect	  their	  own	  lives	  and	  break	  with	  the	  position	  as	  being	  subjected	  to	  others.	  In	  other	  words,	  they	  politicize	  themselves	  by	  insisting	  on	  that	  they	  can	  speak	  and	  act	  politically. 
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Through	  resistance	  they	  are	  ‘breaking	  isolation’,	  which	  also	  forms	  one	  of	  the	  often	  recited	  slogans	  of	  the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike.	   They	   articulate	   in	   a	   similar	   manner:	   “we	   broke	   our	   isolation	   and	   now	  organize	  our	  lives	  and	  resistance	  collectively	  and	  in	  solidarity	  with	  each	  other	  on	  the	  Protest	  Camp	  on	  Oranienplatz	  (Kreuzberg)”	  (October	  2012e).	  They	  exhibit	  agency	  through	  acts	  of	  resistance	  to	  which	  breaking	  isolation	  becomes	  a	  part	  of	  the	  breaking	  with	  the	  position	  of	  otherness.	  Through	  their	  acts	  of	  resistance	  they	  become	  individuals	  who	  question,	  challenge	  and	  assert	  their	  right	  to	  belong	  (Darling	  2011:	  415).	   
Part Conclusion Through	   their	  articulations,	   the	   refugee	  strikers	   take	  on	  categories	  as	  asylum	  seekers,	  migrants	  and	  refugees	  which	   are	   produced	  within	   the	   hegemonic	   discourse	   of	   the	   EU.	  However,	   they	   expand	   the	  expectations	  of	  how	  subjects	  of	  these	  categories	  can	  act.	  Within	  the	  hegemonic	  discourse	  on	  refugees	  and	   asylum	   seekers,	   they	   experience	   their	   subject	   position	   as	   the	   Other	   and	   ‘not	   from	   here’.	   This	  dichotomy	   is	   established	   through	   a	   logic	   of	   equivalence,	   where	   a	   political	   frontier	   is	   established	  between	   the	   German	   Self	   and	   the	  migrant	  Other.	  Within	   their	   subject	   position	   they	   feel	   objectified,	  subjected	   to	   the	   will	   of	   others	   and	   deprived	   of	   agency.	   They	   feel	   treated	   like	   prisoners	   without	  independent	  free	  will,	  as	  non-­‐humans,	  objects	  and	  animals.	  Additionally,	  they	  are	  portrayed	  as	  ‘merely	  consumers’	  who	  cannot	  contribute.	  This	  represented	  subject	  position	  is	  what	  they	  seek	  to	  challenge.	  Discursively,	  they	  attempt	  to	  establish	  an	  alliance	  with	  other	  underprivileged	  and	  marginalized	  people	  of	   lower	  classes	   in	  society,	  which	   is	  made	  possible	  by	  using	  a	   logic	  of	  equivalence	   that	  establishes	  a	  common	  oppressor.	  In	  their	  articulations	  they	  open	  up	  for	  new	  possibilities	  of	  action	  within	  the	  given	  subject	  positions,	  which	  is	  exemplified	  by	  the	  labelling	  of	  themselves	  as	  refugee	  strikers;	  an	  adding	  of	  signification,	   which	   attributes	   elements	   of	   action	   and	   resistance.	   Discursively,	   they	   then	   construct	  themselves	   as	   political	   subjects	   by	   enacting	   the	   agency	   which	   they	   experience	   being	   deprived	   of.	  Through	  protesting	   and	   claiming	   a	   voice	   they	   challenge	   the	   recognised	   senses	   of	   belonging	   and	   the	  categorization	  as	  the	  Other. It	   becomes	   evident	   in	   this	   section	   that	   in	   the	   struggle	   of	   subject	   positioning	   by	   taking	   on	   the	  marginalized	  category	  as	  produced	  within	  the	  discourse,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  claim	  voice	  and	  agency.	  This	  simultaneously	  is	  an	  acceptance	  and	  refusal	  of	  the	  security	  discourse	  and	  practice,	  since	  they	  take	  upon	  them	  the	  marginalised	  category	  produced	  within	  the	  security	  discourse,	  whilst	  attempting	  to	  re-­‐articulate	  it	  and	  open	  up	  for	  more	  diversified	  possibilities	  of	  subject	  positioning. 
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We	  will	  in	  the	  following	  two	  sections	  examine	  the	  specific	  forms	  of	  acts	  of	  resistance	  performed	  by	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	   Strike.	  The	  practices	  of	   the	  Berlin	  Refugee	   Strike	   include	  different	  protests	   and	  acts,	  which	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  performative	  acts	  of	  resistance	  such	  as	  the	  march,	  several	  hunger	  strike,	  protest	  tent	  camps	  and	  demonstrations.	  In	  these,	  they	  both	  enact	  and	  claim	  agency. 
Rights In	  this	  section	  we	  will	  address	  the	  chain	  of	  significance	  constructed	  around	  the	  nodal	  point	  rights.	  The	  refugee	  strikers’	  conceptualisation	  of	  rights	  draws	  strong	  references	  to	  a	  human	  rights	  discourse,	  and	  focuses	   in	  particular	  on	  the	  right	  to	  participation	   in	  social,	  civil	  and	  political	   life.	  The	  main	  signifiers	  that	   induce	   meaning	   into	   the	   nodal	   point	   rights	   are	   identified	   as	   universalism,	   enacting	   political	  
participation	  and	  peoples	  power.	  The	  main	  argument	  of	  this	  section	  is	  that	  the	  refugees	  strikers	  apply	  a	  diversified	  approach	  to	  rights	  which	  is	  exemplified	  through	  the	  main	  signifiers	  as	  outlined	  above. 
Universalism “The	   demands	   are	   nothing	   less	   than	   fundamental	   Human	   Rights,	   which	   Germany	   violates	  [deportations,	  camps,	  etc.]” 
 In	   the	   protests	   of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike,	   there	   is	   a	   persistent	   focus	   on	   (the	   lack	   of)	   established	  human	   rights,	   which	   arguably	   needs	   to	   be	   re-­‐recognised	   as	   truly	   universal	   rights.	   Deportation	   is	  articulated	  as	  a	  violation	  of	  freedom:	  “together	  with	  strategies	  of	  encapsulation	  of	  the	  fortress	  Europa	  and	  the	  practices	  of	  deportation	  of	  Germany	  many	  refugees	  lose	  their	  freedom	  of	  their	  lives”	  (October	  2012e).	  By	  highlighting	  the	  lack	  of	  freedom	  of	  movement,	  the	  refugees	  point	  to	  a	  fundamental	  tension	  in	   the	   constellation	   of	   the	  European	   citizenship.	   The	   citizenship	   constitutes	   the	   granting	   of	   political	  agency	   to	   individuals	   and	   is	   thus	   also	   demarcating	   in	   character;	   differing	   between	   those	   who	   are	  categorized	   as	   “insiders”	   through	   citizenship	   and	   those	   who	   has	   no	   citizenship.	   This	   points	   to	   a	  paradox	  of	  the	  universal	  right	  of	   freedom	  of	  movement	  based	  on	  an	  inside/outside	  dichotomy,	  since	  the	  universal	  rights	  does	  not	  count	  for	  those	  who	  are	  not	  part	  of	  the	  demarcated	  internal. In	  another	  statement,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  state:	  “We	  know	  our	  rights!”	  (March	  2013f)	  and	  “Join	  us	  in	  the	  streets	  to	  fight	  for	  human	  rights!”	  (October	  2012d).	  By	  pointing	  out	  that	  fighting	  for	  these	  rights	  is	  still	  strongly	  needed,	  the	  refugees	  seek	  to	  reveal	  a	  gap	  between	  supposedly	  established	  principles	  and	  exercised	   practices:	   “we	   are	   on	   the	   move	   to	   expose	   the	   injustice	   against	   refugees	   in	   germany…	  germany	   is	   rich	   and	   it	   does	   everything	   to	   support	   Frontex;	   to	   destroy	   the	   possibility	   of	   refugees	  coming	  to	  germany.	  This	  is	  what	  human	  rights	  means	  in	  germany,	  this	  is	  what	  human	  rights	  means	  in	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Europe”	   (March	   2013a,	   2013).	   Blaming	   the	   EU	   and	   the	   German	   government	   for	   intentionally	  constituting	   the	  gap,	   it	   is	  more	   than	  a	   gap;	   indeed,	   a	   form	  of	  Western	  hypocrisy,	  which	  needs	   to	  be	  revealed	  and	  exposed,	  according	  to	  the	  refugees.	   
 The	   refugees	   then	   construct	   their	   struggle	   as	   universal;	   not	   only	   relevant	   to	   them,	   but	   the	   good	   of	  humanity	   as	   a	   whole.	   Ascribing	   a	   form	   of	   humanity	   through	   universality	   to	   their	   rights	   claim,	   the	  refugees	   then	   position	   and	   inscribe	   themselves	   into	   a	   greater	   ‘inside’,	   which	   seems	   to	   serve	   the	  purpose	  of	  uniting	  all	  peoples	  against	  breach	  of	  universal	  principles	  and	  hypocrisy.	   
Enacting Political Participation The	  basic	  universal	  human	  rights	  claimed	  by	  the	  refugees	  include	  rights	  of	  	  ‘equal	  opportunity’	  in	  the	  forms	  of	   the	   right	   to	  work17	   and	   the	   right	   to	  material	  well-­‐being	   in	   form	  of	   a	  minimum	  standard	  of	  living18.	  Below,	  focus	  will	  be	  on	  the	  right	  to	  political	  participation	  as	  this	  is	  found	  to	  be	  interpreted	  by	  the	  refugees	  as	  the	  right	  presupposing	  the	  claiming	  of	  all	  other	  rights. The	  refugees	  define	  protesting	  as: “[forming]	  part	  of	  our	  understanding	  of	  the	  fundamental	  right	  of	  equal	  participation	  in	  society	  and	  part	  of	  our	  demands	   for	   the	  abolishment	  of	   the	  deprivation	  of	  our	  rights,	  our	   isolation	  and	  exclusion	  at	  all	  levels”	  (March	  2013f).	   
 Even	  though	  the	  refugees	  perceive	  themselves	  as	  being	  in	  an	  excluded	  position,	  they	  use	  protesting	  as	  a	  way	  of	  enacting	  their	  legitimate	  right	  to	  participate	  in	  society	  as	  political	  subjects.	  “Equal	  rights	  and	  self-­‐determined	  participation	   in	  all	   social	   life!”	   (March	  2013d),	   is	  one	  of	   the	   refugee	  protest	   slogans	  underscoring	  this	  point.	  In	  similar	  tone,	  they	  state	  in	  another	  quote:	  “We	  call	  on	  the	  ruling	  politicians	  and	   police:	   Stop	   immediately	   all	   kinds	   of	   attempts	   to	   hinder	   the	   participation	   of	   refugees	   and	  supporters	   on	   the	   Refugee’	   Revolution	   Demo	   in	   Berlin	   as	   well	   as	   to	   prohibit	   the	   total	   Refugee	  protests!”	   (March	   2013f).	   By	   voicing	   a	   demand	   for	   participation	   and	   political	   inclusion	   through	  protest;	  the	  actual	  enactment	  of	  political	  agency	  and	  rights,	  the	  refugees	  challenge	  their	  position	  as	  the	  politically	  deprived	  subject.	  They	  oppose	  a	  subject	  position	  as	  ‘bare	  life’	  and	  the	  conception	  of	  political	  rights	   as	   something	   necessarily	   granted	   through	   citizenship	   status.	   Instead,	   the	   refugees	   seem	   to	  induce	   new	   meaning	   into	   rights	   as	   something,	   which	   is	   not	   only	   granted	   and	   attributed,	   but	   also	  enacted	   and	   self-­‐qualified	   for.	   Hereby	   they	   attempt	   at	   breaking	   down	   the	   antagonism	   of	   the	   state-­‐enforced	  boundary	  between	  citizen	  and	  the	  non-­‐citizen:	  the	  Self	  and	  the	  Other.	   Instead,	  the	  refugees	  
                                                
17 	  Refers	  to	  the	  Human	  Rights	  Declaration,	  article	  23 
18 	  Refers	  to	  the	  Human	  Rights	  Declaration,	  article	  25 
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invoke	   a	   logic	   of	   difference,	   which	   seeks	   to	   dissolve	   political	   frontiers	   between	   antagonist	   parts.	   If	  overcoming	  bare	   life	   entails	   gaining	  political	   agency,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	  advocate	   that	   if	   this	   is	  not	  granted	  or	  recognised,	  producing	  agency	  and	  rights	  through	  enactment	  is	  also	  a	  possibility. 
Peoples’ Power “This	   struggle	   is	   about	   taking	   a	   step	   forward	   to	   the	   possibilities	   of	   taking	   over	   power,	   the	  peoples	  power,	  back	  from	  the	  racist	  and	  fascist	  politicians	  in	  germany.”	  (September	  2012b) In	  continuation	  of	  the	  above	  section’s	  emphasis	  on	  rights	  as	  political	  enactments,	  the	  signifier	  peoples’	  
power	  sets	  out	  to	  reveal	  how	  the	  enactment	  of	  rights	  might	  be	  the	  prevailing	  form	  of	  inducing	  rights	  with	  meaning,	  and	  indeed	  also	  a	  form	  of	  bottom-­‐up	  inspired	  approach. Stating	  that,	  “The	  main	  agents	  of	  this	  struggle	  are	  (...)	  those	  who	  do	  not	  have	  a	  right	  to	  citizenship	  in	  societies	  based	  on	  citizenship:	  asylum-­‐seekers	  and	  the	  Sans	  Papiers	  and	  illegalized	  workers.”	  (March	  2013a),	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  emphasise	  such	  an	  approach,	   in	  which	   it	   is	   the	   task	  of	   the	  refugees	  and	  those	  marginalized	  alike	  “to	  take	  our	  (stolen)	  rights	  back	  and	  our	  power	  back”	  (2012).	  The	  emphasis	  on	  the	  marginalized	  as	  key	  to	  enacting	  and	  taking	  back	  rights	  can	  then	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  direct	  distancing	  to,	   and	   blaming	   of,	   the	   system	   in	   place	   as	   that	   responsible	   for	   the	   marginalized	   position	   of	   the	  refugees.	   Subsequently,	   the	   refugees,	   when	   referring	   to	   “the	   peoples	   power”,	   indirectly	   reject	   the	  legitimacy	  of	   the	  authority	  of	   the	  system	   in	  place	  as	   consisting	  of	   “racist	  and	   fascist	  politicians”	  and	  calls	  for	  a	  form	  of	  power	  that	  will	   induce	  “This	  movement	  [with]	  the	  sense	  of	  agency	  [and	  unite	  the]	  struggles	  of	  non-­‐citizens	  and	   their	   supporting	   citizen	  groups	  will	   join	   each	  other	   in	   a	   common	   fight	  against	  the	  system”	  (March	  2013a). 
Part conclusion Last,	  rights	   is	   identified	  as	  a	  nodal	  point,	  because	   it	   is	  perceived	  a	  central	   focal	  point	  structuring	  the	  discourse	   of	   the	   Refugee	   Strikers,	   yet	   ascribing	   it	   a	   set	   of	   distinctive	   meanings.	   The	   different	  conceptions	  of	  rights	  are	  either	  given	  meaning	  through	  universalist	  enactments	  of	  political	  rights	  and	  peoples	  power.	  It	  marks	  an	  ambiguous	  relation	  to	  rights	  as	  being,	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  and	  relating	  to	  the	  first,	  something	  that	  one	   is	  entitled	  to	  and	  should	  be	  granted.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  and	  relating	  to	  the	  latter,	   rights	   are	   perceived	   as	   something	  which	   one	  must	   qualify	   for	   by	   acting;	   the	   right	   becomes	   a	  question	   of	   enacting	   it	   politically.	   The	   different	   approaches	   to	   rights	   indicate	   that	   there	   are	   several	  different	  strategies	  at	  play.	  However,	  the	  refugees’	  emphasis	  on	  their	  struggle	  as	  one	  of	  bottom-­‐up	  and	  peoples’	   power	   strongly	   emphasises	   the	   contestation	   of	   German	   institutions	   and	   the	   border	  management	  regime,	  as	  an	  Other,	  which	  must	  be	  defeated.	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Protest 
“The	  human	  being’s	  mission	   to	  achieve	   freedom	   is	  not	   to	   stand	   in	   line	  but	   to	  disrupt	   the	  queue.	  You,	  all	  the	  asylum	  seekers	   ...	   	  you	  who	  stand	  at	  the	  lowermost	  layers	  of	  society	  …	  NOW	  is	  the	  time…”	  (August	  2012b) 
 The	  resistance	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers	  seem	  to	  indicate	  that	  the	  camp	  is	  not	  solely	  a	  site	  of	  ‘bare	  life’	  and	  survival	  as	  understood	  by	  Agamben.	  Instead,	  it	  seems	  also	  to	  be	  a	  site	  wherein	  life	  struggles	  against	   the	  sovereign	  decision	   to	  reduce	   them	  to	  bare	   life	  can	   take	  place.	  When	  undertaking	  hunger	  strike,	  for	  example,	  the	  camp	  becomes	  a	  site	  in	  between	  exception	  and	  resistance	  (Zizek	  in	  Puggioni,	  2006:	  71).	   
 In	   the	   forthcoming	   section,	   we	   focus	   on	   examining	   the	   performative	   and	   symbolic	   forms	   of	   protest	  undertaken	  by	   the	   refugee	   strikers	  of	  Berlin.	  Protest	  marches,	   tent	   camps	  and	  hunger	   strike	  will	  be	  understood	  as	  performative	  acts	  of	  resistance	  or	  ‘spectacles’19.	  The	  emphasis	  on	  performativity	  entails	  that	  coordinated	  whole	  of	  enactment,	  representation	  and	  audience	  is	  considered	  as	  important	  as	  the	  act	  itself. 
Contrary	   to	   previous	   sections,	   this	   section	   will	   not	   have	   its	   sections	   structured	   around	   signifiers.	  Rather,	   as	   focus	  will	   be	   on	   three	   significant	   forms	   of	   protest	   -­‐	   namely,	   the	   protest	  march,	   the	   tent	  occupation	   of	   ‘public	   space’	   and	   the	   hunger	   strike	   -­‐	   these	   will	   comprise	   several	   signifiers	   in	   each	  section.	  First,	  and	  inducing	  meaning	  into	  the	  former	  two,	  will	  be	  the	  signifiers	  visible	  and	  public.	  These	  signifiers	   give	   the	   nodal	   point	   Protest	  meaning	   as	   something	   situated	   in	   the	   public	   sphere,	   serving	  purposes	  of	  visibility	   in	  breaking	  with	   isolation.	  Signifiers	  that	   integrate	  additional	  meaning	   into	  the	  tent	  camp	  as	  a	  mode	  of	  protest,	  are	   the	  notions	  of	  self-­‐organisation,	   collectivity	   and	   solidarity.	  These	  will	  further	  underscore	  the	  political	  agency	  of	  the	  migrants	  and	  will	  together	  be	  shown	  to	  establish	  a	  self-­‐organized	  space	  and	  platform	  from	  which	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  can	  loudly	  articulate	  their	  demands.	  Hunger	   strike	   will	   constitute	   the	   third	   and	   last	   mode	   of	   protest,	   and	   will	   be	   laid	   out	   as	   the	   most	  challenging	   contestation	   of	   meaning	   by	   the	   migrants.	   With	   the	   signifiers	   resistance,	   control	   and	  
subjectivity	   it	   is	   given	   meaning	   to	   as	   an	   aware	   and	   political	   way	   of	   contesting	   state	   authority	   by	  shaping	  alternative	  alliances. 
                                                
19 The use of ‘spectacle’ is in this paper approaching Guy Debord’s (1967) use of it in Society of the Spectacle. 
Defining the spectacle, Debord writes, “”The spectacle is not a collection of images, but a social relation among people, 
mediated by images”. It arguably has a reifying capacity, as “[i]t is a world vision which has become objectified.” 
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Following	  the	  logic	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  these	  manifestations	  -­‐	  albeit	  looking	  physical	  in	  character	  -­‐	  are	   inevitably	   discursive	   acts.	   However,	   they	   do	   also	   by	   their	   ‘visible’,	   physical	   and	   spectacular	  presence,	  penetrate	  and	  inscribe	  themselves	  strongly	  in	  the	  linguistic	  realm	  (De	  Genova,	  2013).	  Using	  the	  example	  of	   the	  securitized	  migrant	  being	  deported	   in	  public,	  De	  Genova	  explains	  how	  spectacles	  can	   enact	   ‘scenes’	  which	   “repetitively	   supply	  migrant	   ‘illegality’	  with	   the	   semblance	   of	   an	   objective	  fact”	  (De	  Genova,	  2013:	  1180).	  Residenzpflicht,	  Lagerpflicht	  and	  the	  deportations	  are	  then	  presumed	  to	   constitute	   such	   scenes	  of	   exclusion	   by	   reifying	   the	  migrant	  with	  particularly	  visible	   ‘illegality’	   and	  Otherness.	   
The	   key	   focus	   in	   the	   following	   section	  will	   be	   on	   conceptualising	  modes	   of	   protest	   as	   spectacles	   of	  
inclusion,	   and	   the	   key	   argument	   is	   that	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   significantly	   reify	   the	   demands	   of	   their	  struggle	  through	  the	  physical	  enactment	  of	  rights	  -­‐	  that	  is,	  by	  creating	  spectacles	  of	  inclusion.	  	  
The Protest March “Today	  we	  are	  protesting	  in	  the	  streets	  to	  gain	  our	  rights	  (...)	  It	  is	  only	  in	  the	  streets	  where	  one	  can	  reach	  out	  for	  one’s	  rights,	  therefore	  we	  shall	  leave	  our	  rooms	  in	  the	  camps	  and	  unite	  in	  the	  streets.”	  (September	  2012a) Commencing	   their	   First	   declaration	   of	   striking	   asylum	   seekers	   in	   Berlin	   with	   the	   above-­‐quoted,	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  of	  Berlin	  place	  their	  struggle	  of	  resistance	  as	  one	  taking	  place	   in	  a	   fundamental	  and	  visible	  political	  space;	  namely	  the	  streets.	   
Reacting	  on	  and	  opposing	  the	  excluded	  and	  isolated	  spaces	  they	  perceive	  themselves	  confined	  to,	  the	  refugee	   strikers	   aim	   to	   visualize	   their	   struggle;	   “For	   a	   year	   now	  we	   are	   present	   and	   visible	   in	   the	  public	   –	   massive	   and	   diverse!	   We	   are	   no	   longer	   to	   ignore,	   isolate	   and	   hide!”	   (March	   2013d).	   The	  streets	  are	  perceived	  to	  represent	  an	  opposite	  sphere	  of	  the	  camp;	  namely	  that	  of	  the	  public,	  political	  and	  metropolitan	  realm.	  Here,	  outside	  of	  arbitrary	  rule	  and	  exception,	  renegotiations	  over	  possession	  of	  agency	  can	  take	  place,	  as	  “...	  the	  streets	  [are]	  where	  the	  bodies	  of	   the	  oppressed	   join	  and	  unite	  so	  that	   the	   freedom	   and	   equality	   is	   returned	   to	   the	   owners	   of	   the	   politics,	   the	   people	   themselves.”	  (September	  2012b).	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  hence	  question	  and	  resist	  their	  structural	  and	  psychological	  marginality	   by	   positioning	   themselves	   in	   a	   site	   both	   spatially	   and	   psychologically	   ‘inside’	   the	  boundaries	   of	   the	   social;	   the	   very	   notion	   of	   ‘taking	   to	   the	   streets’	   implies	   that	   a	   boundary	   is	   being	  crossed	   from	   isolation	   to	  occupation.	  Confronting	  marginalization	   through	  visible	   confrontation	  and	  resistance	  to	  current	  boundary	  formations	  is	  then	  taken	  up	  with	  the	  aim	  to,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  affecting	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legal-­‐spatially	   drawn	   borders,	   and	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   affecting	   perceptions	   of	   Self	   and	   social	  citizenship	  regimes	  (Kinvall	  &	  Nesbitt,	  2013:	  536).	   
Directly	   responding	   to	   the	   first,	   namely	   the	   exclusionary	   drawn	   territorial	   boundaries	   of	   the	  Residenzpflicht	   and	   Lagerpflicht,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   initiated	   a	   form	   of	   protest	   by	   organizing	   a	  march..: 
 “...we	  united	  our	  local	  actions	  and	  set	  off	  from	  Würzburg	  to	  Berlin,	  walking	  by	  foot.	  This	  was	  the	   first	   time	  a	   large	  group	  of	  refugees	  and	  asylum-­‐seekers	  consciously	  and	  openly	  broke	  the	   Lagerpflicht	   and	  Residenzpflicht.	   Visiting	   the	   refugee	  Lagers	   along	   the	  way,	  we	  made	  public	  the	  isolated	  situation	  of	  the	  refugees.”	  (January	  2013a) 
 ‘Taking	  to	  the	  streets’	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  also	  intentionally	  breaking	  the	  Residenzpflicht,	  the	  Berlin	  protest	  march	  became	  not	  only	  a	  protest	  and	  spectacle	  of	  rendering	  the	  migrants’	  isolation	  visible,	  but	  it	  also	  became	   an	   act	   of	   civil	   disobedience	   showing	   the	   refugees’	   unwillingness	   to	   comply	   with	   asylum	  policies	  and	  migration	   laws;	  “They	  will	   shout	   louder	   than	  ever	   that	   they	  will	   continue	   their	  struggle	  until	  the	  asylum	  seekers’	  camps	  with	  their	  catastrophic	  conditions	  are	  abolished.	  In	  fact	  by	  gathering	  in	  Berlin,	  the	  asylum	  seekers	  will	  actively	  disobey	  the	  discriminatory	  law	  of	  limited	  travelling	  range…”	  (April	  2013). 
 All	  the	  whilst	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  refuse	  distinction	  between	  them	  and	  people	  with	  citizenship,	  the	  law	  of	  Residenzpflicht	  is	  based	  on	  the	  very	  notion	  that	  some	  have	  free	  movement,	  whilst	  others	  have	  not.	  Defying	  the	  Residenzpflicht	   then	  remains	  an	  option	  only	  to	  asylum-­‐seekers,	  as	   the	  obligation	  to	  stay	  within	  a	  limited	  range	  does	  not	  apply	  to	  individuals	  with	  full	  citizenship.	  In	  Rights,	  it	  was	  highlighted	  how	  the	  very	  enactment	  of	  otherwise	  dispossessed	  rights,	  such	  as	  the	  right	  to	  free	  movement,	  exposes	  the	   Otherness	   of	   asylum-­‐seekers.	   However,	   this	   ‘exposure	   of	   the	   gap’	   simultaneously	   establishes	   a	  claim	   for	   these	   rights.	   Refusing	   to	   be	   ‘deprived’	   of	   the	   rights,	   which	   other	   EU-­‐citizens	   have,	   the	  refugees	  articulate	  the	  Residenzpflicht	  as	  based	  on	  a	  false	  presumption	  and	  guilty	  of	  constituting	  the	  very	   distinction	   between	   internal	   and	   external;	   Self	   and	  Other.	   The	   slogans	   chanted	   by	   the	   refugee	  strikers	   “No	   borders!	   No	   nation!	   Stop	   deportation	   -­‐	   No	   One	   is	   Illegal!”	   do	   then	   not	   only	   aim	   to	  renegotiate	  and	  abolish	  certain	  spatially	  constraining	  policies,	  but	  aim	  to	  question	  the	  very	  notion	  of	  who	  is	  entitled	  to	  basic	  social	  and	  political	  rights	  and	  agency.	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Tent Camps & the Occupation of Public Space  “We	  are	  addressing	  you	  from	  our	  tent	  in	  Berlin,	  we	  have	  set	  this	  tent	  to	  declare	  our	  unity	  with	  the	  asylum	   seeker’s	   struggle	   in	   Würzburg,	   Aub,	   Bamberg	   (…)	   Our	   tents	   are	   the	   strongholds	   of	  resistance	  and	  struggle.”	  (September	  2012a) 
 As	   laid	   out	   above,	   breaking	  with	   the	   exclusionary	   restrainments	   of	  Residenzpflicht	   and	  Lagerpflicht	  constitutes	  a	  spectacle	  of	  inclusion,	  which	  renders	  the	  refugees	  visible.	  When	  claiming	  (or	  taking)	  the	  right	   to	  occupy	  public	   space	  by	   setting	  up	   tents	   in	   the	  middle	  of	   the	   centrally	   located	  Oranienplatz,	  marginality	   is	   in	   the	   same	   manner	   resisted,	   challenged	   and	   questioned	   both	   structurally	   and	  psychologically	  (Kinvall	  &	  Nesbitt,	  2013:	  536). 
 “[G]athering	  in	  berlin	  (...)	   	  is	  well	  coordinated	  action,	  which	  is	  solely	  organized	  by	  the	  asylum	  seekers	  themselves	  and	  is	  independent	  of	  any	  political	  party	  or	  group”	  (	  August	  2012b).	  “We	  broke	   our	   isolation	   and	   now	   organize	   our	   lives	   and	   resistance	   collectively	   and	   in	   solidarity	  with	  each	  other	  on	  the	  Protest	  Camp	  on	  Oranienplatz	  (Kreuzberg)”	  (October	  2012e) 
 Emphasising	   the	   construction	   of	   a	   self-­‐organised	   and	   collective	   tent	   camp	   on	   the	   central	   site	   of	   the	  Oranienplatz	   in	   Berlin,	   constitutes	   a	   resistance	   and	   confrontation	   with	   not	   only	   the	   alleged	  marginalization,	   but	   even	  more	   so	   with	   the	   alleged	   non-­‐agency	   of	   the	   refugees.	   By	   creating	   a	   self-­‐organized	   space	   within	   ‘the	   social’,	   the	   agency-­‐deprived	   space	   of	   the	   Lagers	   is	   rejected	   and	   the	  refugees	   instead	  claim	  political	  agency	  through	  the	  occupation	  and	  establishment	  of	  an	   independent	  platform	  from	  which	  their	  struggles	  can	  continue.	  As	  such,	  the	  tent	  camp	  cannot	  solely	  be	  viewed	  as	  an	  attempt	  of	  reclaiming	  existing	  basic	  or	  universal	  rights,	  but	  also	  as	  an	  attempt	  of	  creating	  a	  spectacle	  of	  inclusion	  and	  a	  stage	  from	  which	  to	  convey	  a	  message	  to	  the	  public: 
 “We	  continue	  our	  resistance	  with	  demonstrations,	   the	  spreading	  of	   flyers	  (...)	  and	  occupying	  …	  the	  occupation	  of	  a	  huge	  school	  building	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  self-­‐organized	  space	  …	  has	  a	  symbolic	  meaning.	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  we	  are	  mobilizing	  new	  refugees	   for	  our	  righteous	   legitimate	  resistance.	  There	   is	  a	  practical	  need	   to	  stay	   in	   the	  occupied	  school	  during	  winter,	   [but	  also]	   to	  straighten	  our	  resistance	  against	  all	  Lagers,	  Residenzpflicht	  and	  Deportations!”(December	  2012b) 
 The	   quote	   underlines	   the	   point	   that	   claiming	   and	   occupying	   public	   space	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   an	   act	   of	  disassociating	   from	   the	   sphere	   of	   non-­‐agency	   inherent	   to	   the	   Lager,	   thus	   rendering	   visible	   the	  migrants’	  agency	  and	  claim	  to	  self-­‐organisation	  and	  independence.	  However	  -­‐	  as	  the	  quote	  underlines	  -­‐	  the	   occupation	   is	   also	   about	  mobilization.	   The	   pursuing	   of	   occupation	   in	   public	   space	   is	   then	   both	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about	  visibility	   in	  order	  to	  manifest	  agency	  and	  engage	  in	  politics,	  as	  well	  as	   it	   is	  about	  ensuring	  the	  coordinated	  dimension	  rendering	  the	  protest	  cohesive	  and	  vigorous. 
 Tent	  camp	   is	  given	  meaning	   -­‐	  as	   the	  occupation	  of	  public	   space	   in	  general	   -­‐	   through	  notions	  of	   self-­‐organisation,	   collectivity	   and	   solidarity;	   all	   signifiers	   insert	   productive	   agency	   into	   the	   refugees,	  consequently	  attributing	  them	  all	   the	  political,	  social	  and	  solidaire	  characteristics	  of	  normal	  citizens.	  Whilst	  the	  focus	  is	  not	  as	  much	  on	  rights	  as	  it	  was	  in	  the	  protest	  march,	  the	  occupation	  of	  public	  space	  is	  also	  understood	  as	  more	  of	  setting	  up	  of	  a	  stage	  and	  performing	  a	  spectacle	  of	  inclusion	  attempting	  to	  equate	  the	  refugees	  to	  normal	  citizens. 
Hunger Strike as Reclaiming the Body and its Agency “The	  current	  wave	  of	  protests	  started	  in	  Würzburg	  on	  March	  2012,	  when	  a	  group	  of	  asylum	  seekers	  opened	  a	  hunger	  strike	   in	  reaction	   to	   the	   tragic	  suicide	  of	  an	  asylum	  seeker	   in	   the	  Würzburg	  camp	  earlier	  that	  month”	  (March	  2013e). 
 The	   claiming	   -­‐	   or	   reclaiming	   -­‐	   of	   political	   agency	   does	   not	   only	   visually	  manifest	   itself	   through	   the	  occupation	  of	  public	  space	  or	   the	  enactment	  of	  dispossessed	  rights.	  Often	  undertaken	  by	   individuals	  involved	  in	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike,	  protests	  forms	  such	  as	  hunger	  strike,	  will	  in	  this	  section	  also	  be	  conceptualised	  as	  performative	  in	  character.	  It	  will	  be	  shown	  how	  -­‐	  despite	  the	  fact	  that	  these	  forms	  of	  ‘inverted’	  resistance	  often	  are	  conceptualised	   in	  media	  as	   ‘acts	  of	  desperation’	   -­‐	   they	  can	  actually	  be	  understood	   as	   political	   and	   productive	   resistance	   forms,	   which	  may	   in	   fact,	   by	   their	   ‘self-­‐violating’	  nature,	   constitute	   the	  most	   challenging	  mode	  of	  protest	   to	   liberal-­‐democratic	  models	  of	   governance	  (Olivarius,	  2013:	  26).	   “...	  On	  24th	  of	  October	  some	  of	  our	  comrades	  went	  on	  hunger	  strike	  at	  Brandenburger	  Tor.	  On	   27th	   October	   we	   demonstrated	   together	   with	   the	   inhabitants	   of	   the	   lager	   in	  Wassmannsdort	   against	   their	   isolation	   in	   the	   lager	   and	   the	   frequent	   neonazi	   attacks”	  (October	  2012e). 
 Hunger	  striking	  arguably	  entails	  not	  only	  acting	   in	  a	  specific,	  dedicated	  way,	  but	   furthermore	   it	  also	  entails	  the	  attempt	  to	  produce	  a	  new	  model	  for	  political	  collective	  agency	  and	  subjectivity.	  Whilst	  this	  model,	   as	   in	   the	   above	   quote,	   seems	   equated	   with	   and	   integrated	   into	   the	   other	   forms	   of	   protest	  undertaken	  by	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers,	  this	  model	  of	  enabling	  political	  collective	  agency,	  or	  alliance,	  is	  one	  of	  extreme	  embodiment	  with	  a	  very	   lethal,	  possible	   final	  effect:	   it	  entails	  an	  understanding	  of	  death	   not	   as	   a	  metaphor,	   but	   as	   something	   very	   present.	   And	  whilst	   taking	   control	   over	   one’s	   own	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death	  can	  be	  equated	  to	  an	  act	  of	  desperation	  and	  the	  ultimate	  expression	  of	  helplessness,	  the	  literal	  taking	   over	   death	   through	   hunger	   strike	   also	   represents	   and	   overturns	   the	   violent	   relations	   upon	  which	   the	   sovereign	   state	   is	   built	   (Olivarius,	   2013:	   88).	   The	   very	   act	   of	   hunger	   striking	  makes	   the	  striker	  both	  subject	  to	  and	  practitioner	  of	  the	  violence	  he	  or	  she	  is	  already	  objectivised	  to	  by	  the	  state.	  The	   ‘legitimate	  act	  of	  violence’	   then	  shifts,	  along	  with	   the	  political	  agency,	   from	  the	  sovereign	   to	   the	  striking.	  According	  to	  Olivarius,	  this	  is	  what	  makes	  the	  act	  provoking	  and	  productive	  -­‐	  as	  in	  any	  state	  based	   on	   the	  monopoly	   of	   violence	   -­‐	   a	   violent	   act,	  whether	   against	   the	   state,	   another	   or	   oneself,	   is	  deemed	   traditionally	   illegitimate	   by	  Western,	   democratic	   discourse	   (Olivarius,	   2013:	   88).	   Stressing	  hunger	   striking	   as	   a	   performative	   protest,	   Nyers	   emphasise	   how	   hunger	   strike	   is	   often	   used	   in	  immigration	  centres	  across	  Europe;	  “in	  an	  age	  of	  biopower,	  where	  the	  inscription	  and	  management	  of	  ‘bare	  life’	  is	  a	  pivotal	  component	  of	  sovereign	  power,	  non-­‐status	  refugees	  in	  detention	  have	  resorted	  to	  a	  form	  of	  bioagency”	  (Nyers,	  2006:	  52).	  Nyers	  show	  how	  the	  undertaking	  of	  hunger	  strike	  as	  a	  form	  of	  protest	  reveals	  the	  idea	  that	  individuals	  in	  liberal-­‐democratic	  societies	  can	  undertake	  reasonable	  and	  articulate	  speech	  as	  arbitrary	  and	  far	  from	  valid	  for	  all20.	  As	  such,	  hunger	  strike	  becomes	  -­‐	  especially	  if	  taken	  up	  collectively	  and	  as	  an	  integrated	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  protest,	  such	  as	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  use	  it	  -­‐	  a	  performative,	   deeply	   theatrical	   act	   that	   reveals	   the	   democratic	   society	   as	   in	   fact	   undemocratic.	   An	  alternative	   alliance	   form	   is	   then	   undertaken	   in	   order	   to	   widen	   the	   political	   sphere	   and	   obtain	  recognition	   of	   political	   agency,	  which	   conflicts	  with	   accepted	   forms	   of	   representation	   and	   alliances	  (Olivarius,	  2013:	  87).	  Worth	  quoting,	  Anderson	  notes:	   
 The	   effects	   of	   a	   practice	   as	   complex	   as	   hunger	   striking	   cannot	   be	   summarized	   with	   the	  conventional	   vocabulary	   of	   ‘success’	   and/or	   ‘failure’.”:	   it	   is	   not	   about	   change	   in	   legislation	  only,	  but	  about	  creating	  visibility;	  new	  alliances,	  awareness”	  (Anderson,	  2006). 
 Stating	   that	   “The	   first	   hungerstrike	   in	  Würzburg	  draw	   the	  public	   attention	   to	   our	  unbearable	   living	  conditions.	   We	   could	   not	   achieve	   our	   demands	   but	   we	   got	   lots	   of	   solidarity”	   (January	   2013a),	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  confirm	  ideas	  of	  visibility	  and	  alliance	  shaping.	  In	  this	  relation,	  note	  how	  in	  the	  quote	  of	  this	  paragraph,	  hunger	  strike	  is	  articulated	  by	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  as	  ‘the	  first	  hunger	  strike’.	  As	  the	  first,	  hunger	  strike	  is	  made	  part	  of	  a	  continuous,	  productive	  and	  collective	  struggle,	  thus	  breaking	  with	  the	  idea	  of	  hunger	  strike	  as	  an	  individual	  act	  of	  desperation	  and	  hopelessness.	   
 
                                                
20 As	  Zizek	  (Zizek,	  2012)	  notes,	  “[e]very	  violent	  acting	  out	  is	  a	  sign	  that	  there’s	  something	  you	  are	  not	  able	  put	  into	  words.	  Even	  enacting	  the	  most	  brutal	  violence	  is	  an	  enactment	  of	  a	  certain	  symbolic	  deadlock” 
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If	   thinking	   about	   hunger	   strike	   as	   part	   of	   a	   productive	   collective	   and	   possibly,	   expanding	   form	  struggle,	  it	  inevitably	  becomes	  a	  powerful	  and	  dedicated	  form	  of	  resistance,	  which	  implies	  subjectivity	  and	  the	  shaping	  of	  alternative	  alliances	  contesting	  the	  state’s	  authority	  and	  legitimacy.	  The	  signifiers	  giving	  meaning	  to	  hunger	  strike	  -­‐	  and	  possibly	  other	  self-­‐violations	  -­‐	  are	  thus	  resistance,	  control	  and	  	  subjectivity. 
Part	  conclusion 
 “To	   this	   day,	   we	   have	   carried	   out	   many	   actions:	   We	   made	   demonstrations	   with	   700	  participants	   in	   Erfurt,	   1000	   in	   Leipzig	   and	   7000	   in	   Berlin.	   We	   occupied	   embassies	   and	  consulates	  and	  carried	  out	  two	  hunger	  strikes.	  Recently	  we	  also	  occupied	  a	  vacant	  school	  to	  find	   shelter	   from	   the	   winter	   and	   to	   win	   more	   refugees	   for	   our	   political	   fight”	   (January	  2013a) 
 It	   has	   been	   shown	   how	   the	   three	  modes	   of	   protest	   -­‐	   the	   protest	  march,	   the	   tent	   camp	   and	   hunger	  striking	  -­‐	  constitute	  ways	  of	  performative	  resistance	  by	  producing	  spectacles	  of	  inclusion.	  It	  has	  been	  argued	   that	   the	   collective	   and	   self-­‐organised	   protests	   have	   contributed	   to	   associating	   meanings	   of	  subjectivity,	   awareness,	   alliance-­‐making,	   political	   agency	   and	   control	   to	   the	   refugee	   strikers.	   The	  former	   two,	   protest	   marching	   and	   occupying	   public	   space,	   are	   powerful	   spectacles	   of	   inclusion,	  because	   they	   enact	   the	   very	   rights	   otherwise	   dispossessed	   by	   the	   refugees.	  Hunger	   striking,	   on	   the	  other	  hand,	  becomes	  a	  powerful	  tool	  of	  bioagency	  that	  contests	  state	  authority	  and	  legitimacy.	  In	  sum,	  the	  protest	  forms	  symbolize	  and	  reify	  the	  claims	  of	  the	  refugee	  strikers.	  
Concluding on Analysis Starting	  the	  analysis	  by	  exploring	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  own	  perception	  of	  migration,	  it	  was	  emphasised	  how	   they	   countered	   the	   prevailing	   perception	   of	   the	   migrant	   as	   an	   external	   threat	   by	   presenting	  migration	  as	  a	  constitutive	  necessity	  to	  the	  social	  inside.	  The	  necessity	  of	  migration	  is	  emphasised	  both	  by	   underlining	   the	   historical	   role	   and	   economic	   value	   of	  migration	   -­‐	   as	  much-­‐needed	  workers	   and	  soldiers	   -­‐	   as	   well	   as	   by	   underlining	   the	   existential	   dimension	   of	   life	   and	   death,	   which	  migration	   is	  sometimes	  the	  serious	  byproduct	  of.	  	   
 Emphasising	  however,	   that	  the	  necessity	  of	  migration	  is	  not	  appreciated	  in	  neither	  Germany	  nor	  the	  EU,	   the	   second	   part	   of	   the	   analysis	   revolved	   around	   showing	   how	   current	   migration	   and	   asylum	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policies	  are	  perceived	  by	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  and	  more	  specifically;	  in	  which	  way	  they	  are	  understood	  as	   producing	   and	   reifying	   the	  migrant	   as	   the	   securitized	   Other,	   remitted	   to	   a	   life	   in	   exception.	   The	  meanings	   attributed	   to	   these	   policies	   underscoring	   this	   last	   point	  were	  arbitrary,	   colonial,	   isolating	  
and	  excluding. 
 In	  Subject	  Positions,	  it	  was	  then	  shown	  how	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  both	  used	  and	  revolted	  against	  their	  imposed	  marginalized	  and	  repressive	  status.	  By	  associating	  the	  meanings	  not	  from	  here,	  objectification	  and	   of	   lower	   classes	   to	   their	   identity,	   it	   was	   first	   shown	   how	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   used	   their	  marginalization	   to	  emphasise	   their	   agency-­‐deprived	   status	  as	  unacceptable	   and	  by	   this,	   appealed	   to	  the	   humanity	   of	   the	   general	   public.	   It	   was	   also	   shown,	   how	   the	   refugees	   used	   their	   position	   to	   try	  aligning	  with	  other	  marginalized	  groups	  and	  lower	  classes	  in	  the	  common	  aim	  of	  systemic	  resistance.	  The	  importance	  of	  action,	  resistance	  and	  political	  agency	  was	  underlined,	  when	  showing	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  recurring	  use	  of	  striker,	  also	  visible	  in	  their	  very	  denomination. 
 Giving	   content	   to	   the	   refugees	   strike	   or	   ‘walkout’	   against	  Rights	   showed	   how	   the	   refugees’	   protest	  relates	   to	   a	   general	   dimension	   of	   universality,	   which	   entails	   reminding	   and	   reclaiming	   rights	   by	  holding	   the	   international	   society	   up	   to	   its	   human	   rights	   commitments,	   as	   well	   as	   it	   entails	  delegitimising	  the	  system	  in	  place	  as	  insufficient	  by	  enacting	  rights	  through	  political	  participation	  and	  uniting	  a	  peoples’	  power	  against	  the	  system. 
 Lastly,	   differing	  modes	   of	   Protest,	   such	   as	   the	   protest	   march,	   the	   tent	   camp	   and	   the	   act	   of	   hunger	  striking	   were	   induced	   meanings	   of	   visible,	   collectivity,	   solidarity,	   self-­‐organisation,	   subjectivity	   and	  
control	  by	   the	  refugee	  strikers,	  again	  underscoring	   their	  similarity	  and	  entitlement	   to	  enact	  political	  agency	   on	   the	   same	   grounds	   as	   citizens.	   The	   forms	   of	   protest	   undertaken	   were	   furthermore	  conceptualised	   as	   spectacles	   of	   inclusion,	   serving	   to	  manifest	   the	   refugees	   as	   political	   subjects	   and	  reify	  their	  presence	  as	  part	  of	  society	  with	  the	  ‘resemblance	  of	  an	  objective	  fact’. 
Revealing Paradoxes - Incohesion or Versatility?  The	  strategy	  of	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  does,	  however,	  appear	  to	  contain	  several	  apparent	  paradoxes	  and	  ambiguities	  in	  their	  discourse	  of	  resistance.	  For	  example,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  both	  construct	  a	  logic	  of	  difference	  and	  a	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  in	  their	  resistance	  discourse.	  Emphasising	  themselves	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	   Self,	   they	   expand	   the	   meaning	   of	   refugee	   and	   asylum-­‐seeker	   to	   include	   several	   associations	   to	  workers,	  the	  lower	  class,	  people,	  humanity	  and	  so	  forth;	  all	  concepts	  serving	  to	  identify	  themselves	  as	  part	  of	  established	  society	  through	  a	   logic	  of	  difference.	   In	   the	  aim	  of	  building	  coalition	  and	  aligning	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with	   people,	   however,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   simultaneously	   construct	   a	   logic	   of	   equivalence	   by	  emphasising	  the	  German	  state	  and	  the	  EU-­‐system	  as	  the	  source	  of	  insecurity;	  the	  common,	  big	  Other21. Relating	  to	  the	  articulated	  meanings	  in	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  discourse,	  two	  paradoxes	  seem	  most	  apparent	  in	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  resistance	  discourse.	  First,	  one	  relating	  to	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  relation	  to	  the	  security	  logic,	  and	  second,	  one	  relating	  to	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  relationship	  to	  authority.	  Regarding	  the	  first,	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  seem	  to,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  reject	   it	  by	  framing	  themselves	  as	  economically	  valuable	  and	  historically	  belonging	  integrated	  subjects	  who	  should,	  by	  their	  contributive	  character,	  take	  part	  in	  the	  normal	  political	  sphere	  on	  equal	  footing	  with	  all	  others.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  however,	   they	  also	  take	  upon	  them	  the	  security	   logic,	  as	  they	  frame	  themselves	  as	  entitled	  to	  and	  in	  need	  of	  particular	  protection	  through	  their	  status	  as	  refugees	  and	  the	  emphasis	  on	  state’s	  obligations	  to	  protect.	  As	  such,	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  seem	  to	  take	  upon	  them	  a	  double	  approach	  constituted	  by	  a	  desecuritizing	  discourse	  of	  both	  accepting	  and	  rejecting	  the	  security	  logic.	   
 Regarding	  authority,	  the	  refugee	  strikers,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  wish	  to	  be	  granted,	  to	  reclaim	  or	  take	  back	  general	   rights	   to	  political	  participation;	  many	  of	   them	  which	  directly	   relate	   to	   the	   citizenship	   status	  attributed	   by	   the	   German	   state.	   By	   claiming	   rights	   particular	   to	   the	   German	   state	   and	   the	   inter-­‐
national	  system	  in	  place22,	  they	  legitimise	  this	  system	  and	  reify	  its	  role	  as	  a	  grantor	  of	  rights.	  On	  the	  other	   hand	   however,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   also	   delegitimise	   this	   very	   system	   by	   enacting	   their	   own	  rights,	   shouting	   “no	   borders,	   no	   nation,	   no	   illegality!”,	   and	   thus;	   use	   the	   system	   as	   a	   common	  oppressor	   against	   which	   they	   can	   align	   and	   coalition-­‐build	   a	   universalism-­‐inspired	   peoples’	   power	  struggle.	   
 Neither	  in	  the	  security	  nor	  in	  the	  authority-­‐related	  sense	  do	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  articulate	  a	  discourse	  of	  complete	  coherence.	  Rather,	   they	  seem	  to	  draw	  on	  differing	  and	  diversified	  strategies	   in	  order	   to	  create	  solidarity,	  alliance,	  subjectivity,	  legitimacy	  and	  recognition.	   
 In	   order	   to	   inquire	   further	   into	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   resistance	   discourse	   and	   understand	   it	   as	   a	  desecuritizing	  attempt,	   the	  next	  chapter	  Discussion:	  Conceptualizing	   the	  Refugee	  Strike	  will	   therefore	  further	   discuss	   the	   double	   approach	   to	   security	   found	   to	   be	   prevalent	   in	   the	   refugee	   strikers’	  discourse.	   In	   doing	   so,	   we	   reinsert	   the	   desecuritization	   ideal	   types	   into	   the	   paper,	   in	   order	   to	   add	  
                                                
21	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  (1985)	  do	  emphasise	  though,	  that	  the	  separation	  of	  the	  two	  political	  logics	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  they	  are	  mutually	  exclusive;	  in	  fact,	  they	  emphasise	  how	  they	  often	  work	  together.	  However,	  it	  is	  equally	  emphasised	  that	  only	  one	  of	  the	  two	  logics	  can	  be	  the	  predominating. 
22	  Here,	  also	  included	  other	  ‘state-­‐centric’	  or	  ‘EU-­‐centric’	  rights	  such	  the	  right	  to	  be	  a	  refugee,	  the	  right	  to	  free	  movement,	  the	  right	  to	  work	  where	  one	  wants	  etc. 
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relevance	  to	  the	  discussion	  by	  allowing	  a	  theorisation	  of	  our	  findings	  and	  facilitate	  reflection	  on	  bigger	  tendencies	  relating	  to	  the	  securitization	  of	  migration,	  resistance	  and	  desecuritization. 
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Discussion  
 In	  this	  chapter,	  we	  will	  seek	  to	  theorise,	  contextualise	  and	  discuss	  our	  analytical	  findings	  in	  relation	  to	  the	   three	   ideal	   types	   of	   desecuritization;	   desecuritization	   through	   security,	   desecuritization	   by	  
unmaking	  security	  and	  desecuritization	  by	  managing	  security.	  By	  considering	  the	  resistance	  discourse	  of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   ideal	   types,	   a	   basis	   for	   revealing	   inconsistencies	   or	  continuities	  in	  the	  discourse	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers	  will	  be	  made,	  and	  from	  this	  basis,	  critiques,	  theorisations	  and	  reflections	  on	  the	  diversified	  desecuritization	  approach	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  can	  take	  form. 
 Whilst	   it	  will	   be	   shown	  how	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   draw	  on	   different	   dimensions	   from	   all	   three	   ideal	  types,	   the	  main	   argument	   is	   that	   they	   both	   draw	   on	   a	   security	   logic	   -­‐	   through	   the	   self-­‐labelling	   as	  ‘refugees’	  -­‐	  whilst	  at	  the	  same	  time	  attempting	  to	  move	  out	  of	  this	  security	  logic	  -­‐	  by	  placing	  emphasis	  on	   them	   as	   ‘strikers’	   and	   ‘workers’.	   An	   apparent	   paradox	   of	   at	   once	   claiming	   special	   rights	   and	  protection,	  and	  at	  once	  demanding	  ‘normalisation’	  and	  politicization,	  is	  then	  constructed.	  Finally,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  strategy	  will	  be	  compared	  to	  the	  third	  ideal	  type,	  ‘managing	  of	  security’.	   
 In	  conclusion,	  it	  will	  be	  argued	  that	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  apply	  a	  ‘both…	  and’-­‐desecuritization	  strategy	  (Aradau	  2014)	  which	  can	  help	  shed	  light	  on	  the	  need	  of	  understanding	  desecuritization	  as	  more	  than	  just	  an	  act	  or	  ‘state’:	  it	  should	  instead	  be	  perceived	  as	  a	  process	  not	  ‘only	  out	  of’,	  but	  also	  interlinked	  with	  security.	   In	   this	  process,	   it	   is	  argued,	   that	   the	  mere	  act	  of	   “inscribing	  and	  politicizing	  humanity	  creates	  politics	  out	  of	   security”	   (Aradau,	  2014:	  14).	  This	  assumption	   inevitably	  qualifies	   the	   refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  discourse	  as	  desecuritizing. 
Desecuritization Through Security In	  ‘desecuritization	  through	  security’,	  the	  proposed	  strategy	  of	  desecuritization	  is	  one	  of	  extending	  the	  basic	  right	  to	  security	  to	  all	  people.	  The	  logic	  is	  based	  on	  a	  human	  security	  narrative,	  which	  seeks	  to	  eliminate	   the	   security	   problem	   of	   boundaries	   and	   exception	   by	   prioritising	   the	   individual	   over	   the	  state	   system	   -­‐	   the	   latter	   which	   is	   perceived	   constitutive	   of	   insecurity	   in	   the	   first	   place	   (Stern	   and	  Öjendal,	  2010:	  15).	   
 The	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers	   draw	   on	   a	   human	   security	   logic	   when	   they	   articulate	   migration	   as	   a	  necessity	   and	   claim	   rights	   based	   on	   existential	   needs	   of	   protection	   as	   refugees.	   Sloganeering	   that	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‘everyone	  has	  the	  right	  to	  protection’,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  assert	  that	  security	  is	  a	  universal	  right	  for	  all,	   and	   a	   presupposition	   for	   freedom	   and	   emancipation.	   Drawing	   on	   a	   logic	   of	   desecuritization	  through	   security,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   then	   attempt	   to	   overcome	   the	   drawing	   of	   inside-­‐outside	  boundaries	   by	   arguing	   that	   ‘all’	   are	   entitled	   to	   be	   ’inside’	   and	  protected	   through	  universal	   rights	   to	  security.	  ‘Insecurity’	  thus	  becomes	  the	  Other,	  and	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers,	  the	  source	  of	   insecurity	   seems	   to	   be	   articulated	   as	   the	   border	   management	   regime;	   the	   border	   and	   asylum	  institutions	  and	  practices	  of	  the	  German	  state	  and	  the	  EU. 
 Trying	   to	   hold	   the	   German	   state	   and	   the	   EU	   accountable	   and	   facing	   of	   excessively	   restrictive	   and	  repressive	   migration	   controls	   by	   applying	   humanitarian	   terms	   such	   as	   refugee	   and	   protection,	   the	  refugees	   thus	   follow	  a	  desecuritization	  through	  security.	  As	  such,	   the	  refugee	  strikers’	  discourse	  can	  from	  this	  perspective	  be	  conceptualised	  more	  as	  one	  demanding	  emancipation	  and	  desecuritization	  by	  claiming	  universal	  rights	  to	  security,	  than	  one	  producing	  resistance	  and	  rupture	  with	  security. 
Desecuritization	  by	  Unmaking	  Security Desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	  security	  was,	  contrary	  to	  desecuritization	  through	  security,	  proposed	  to	  entail	  a	  rupturing	  with	  the	  security	  logic	  as	  a	  whole.	  Security	  was	  presented	  as	  a	  principle	  of	  formation	  that	  depends	  on	  and	  sustains	  particular	  representations	  of	   the	  world,	   inevitably	  dividing	   it	  between	  inside	  and	  outside	   (Campbell,	  1992;	  Hansen,	  2006).	   Security	   then	  became	   the	  exclusionary	  Other	  of	  true	  democracy;	  that	  which	  predicts	  violence	  and	  enacts	   inclusion.	  Particularly,	  desecuritization	  was	  proposed	  as	  a	  radical	  and	  ethical	  act	  carrying	  the	  aim	  of	  abandoning	  the	  security	  logic	  totally.	  Not	  only	  particular	  interrelations	  between	  people	  should	  then	  be	  refurnished	  to	  no	  longer	  exist	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  Other,	  but	  a	  constitutive	  question	  about	  how	  the	  political	  community	  could	  be	  organized	  should	  be	  posed	   (Huysmans,	   1998:	   576-­‐577).	   In	   more	   specific	   terms,	   Huysmans	   (1998)	   proposed	   an	   ethical	  deconstructive	   strategy	   based	   on	   an	   ‘aesthetics	   of	   everydayness’,	   van	  Munster	   (2004)	   argued	   for	   a	  repoliticising	  of	  belonging	  and	  Aradau	  (2004)	  added	  to	   these	  deconstructions	  and	  disidentifications,	  by	   additionally	  proposing	   -­‐	   as	   a	   ‘second	   step’	   -­‐	   a	   re-­‐identification	  with	   a	   rights-­‐based	   and	  universal	  category	  for	  the	  securitized	  subject,	  in	  order	  to	  obtain	  recognition	  as	  equal.	  To	  exemplify	  a	  strategy	  of	  ‘unmaking	   security’,	   the	   example	   of	   a	   migrant	   disidentifying	   from	   terms	   as	   ‘dangerous’	   and	   ‘alien’,	  instead	   emphasising	   an	   identity	   as	   ‘worker’,	   and	   claiming	   rights	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   this,	   was	   used	   to	  illustrate	   how	  desecuritization	   and	   rights	   should	   be	   obtained,	   subsequently	   rejecting	   the	   Self-­‐Other	  dichotomy	  and	  exception. 
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The	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers	   undertake	   many	   of	   the	   proposals	   set	   forth	   in	   the	   desecuritization	   by	  unmaking	  security-­‐strategy.	  One	  proposal	  seemingly	  not	  undertaken	  however,	  seems	  to	  be	  Huysmans’	  ‘aesthetics	   of	   everydayness’.	   As	   argued	   in	   the	   Protest	   chapter,	   the	   refugees	   seem	   to	   -­‐	   rather	   than	  following	   Huysmans’	   proposal	   -­‐	   undertake	   a	   strategy	   emphasising	   spectacles	   of	   inclusion	   and	   the	  
performative	  enactment	   of	   lack	   of	   rights.	   The	   enactment	   of	   (lack	   of)	   rights	   as	   presented	   in	  Protest	   -­‐	  wherein	  the	  refugees	  place	  themselves	  in	  public	  space	  and	  ‘take	  the	  streets’	  -­‐	  is	  more	  similar	  to	  what	  Rancière	  has	  called	   ‘theatrical	  staging’,	  which	  entails	  creating	  a	  platform	  from	  which	  to	  voice	  agency	  and	  inscriptions	  of	  equality	  (van	  Munster,	  2009).	  The	  refugees	  do	  not	  ‘deconstruct’	  their	  identity,	  but	  rather	  they	  seem	  to,	   in	  Aradauian	  terms,	  reconstruct	  themselves	  within	  universal	  categories,	  such	  as	  worker,	  and	  in	  van	  Munster’s	  term;	  repoliticize	  their	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  Below,	  the	  latter	  will	  first	  be	  unfolded,	  then	  the	  first. 
Re-politicising Belonging The	   attempt	   of	   repoliticizing	   belonging	   is	   mirrored	   in	   the	   protest	   of	   the	   Berlin	   Refugee	   Strike	   in	  several	  ways.	  First,	  by	  emphasising	  Germany’s	  historical	  past	  of	  colonialism,	  and	  the	  contribution	  of	  migration	   in	   Europe	   as	   a	  workforce	   and	   supply	   of	  military	   personnel,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	  mobilize	  legitimacy	  of	   belonging	  based	  on	  historical	   constitutiveness.	   Second,	   by	   situating	   their	   struggle	   as	   a	  common	   struggle	   of	   those	   of	   the	   lower	   classes,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   align	   themselves	   with	   other	  marginalized	  groups	  in	  society,	  whereby	  they	  again	  can	  construct	  themselves	  as	  belonging	  parts	  of	  the	  political	  community.	  The	  repoliticizing	  of	  belonging	  is	  also	  taken	  to	  use	  as	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  enact	  the	  rights	  normally	  given	  through	  citizenship	  (breaking	  Residenzpflicht	  etc.),	  whereby	  their	  belonging	  can	  reach	  ‘the	  resemblance	  of	  an	  objective	  fact’.	  By	  claiming	  and	  enacting	  rights	  not	  supposedly	  theirs,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  then	  challenge	  modes	  of	  belonging	  and	  ways	  of	  organising	  the	  community. 
Claiming Rights The	  strategy	  of	  reconstructing	  oneself	  within	  universal	  categories	  -­‐	  such,	  as	  workers	  and	  soldiers,	   in	  particular	  -­‐	  is	  by	  Aradau	  not	  understood	  only	  in	  terms	  of	  acquiring	  recognised	  ‘belonging’	  so	  that	  the	  Other	  becomes	  part	  of	  the	  Self,	  but	  instead	  (and	  criticising	  the	  We-­‐biased	  inclusion	  into	  the	  Self)	  she	  understands	  the	  identifying	  with	  workers	  and	  soldiers	  as	  mainly	  constituting	  a	  platform	  from	  which	  a	  ‘taking	   back	   of	   rights’	   (as	   they	   are	   all	   strikers)	   can	   be	   realised.	   (Re)constructing	   themselves	   as	  workers,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   can	   thus	   be	   seen	   as	   identifying	   themselves	   with	   a	   larger	   category	   of	  people,	  which	  allows	  a	  demanding	  of	  rights	  on	  the	  equal	  basis	  with	  other	  workers.	  As	  Aradau	  (2004:	  404)	   underlines,	   the	   struggle	   of	   emancipation	   is	   not	   about	   demanding	   unknown	   rights,	   but	   rights	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which	   are	   already	   declared	   (Aradau,	   2004:	   403).	  More	   specifically,	   this	   entails	   that	   those	  who	   lack	  rights,	   can	   reclaim	   universal	   rights	   which	   are	   not	   given	   to	   the	   specific	   category	   they	   are	   within	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  404).	  As	  such,	  universal	  rights	  -­‐	  something	  which	  is	  at	  once	  inscribed	  and	  at	  once	  not	  enacted	   -­‐	   displays	   an	   inherent	   contradiction	   that	   can	   function	   as	   a	   background	   against	   which	  (emancipatory)	  politics	  of	  equality	  can	  work	  (Rancière,	  2002).	  Aradau’s	  strategy	  then	  accommodates	  both	  the	  overcoming	  of	  the	  interrelationship	  to	  the	  Other	  by	  uniting	  people	  in	  universal	  categories,	  as	  well	   as	   it	   accommodates	   the	   need	   for	   refurnishing	   of	   the	   political	   community,	   by	   uniting	   people	  against	  exclusionary	  state	  practices	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  405).	   
 The	  strategy	  proposed	  by	  Aradau	  shares	  many	  common	  elements	  with	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  discourse.	  In	  general,	  they	  articulate	  universal	  human	  rights	  as	  something	  they	  both	  feel	  entitled	  to	  and	  deprived	  of.	  They	   thereby	  attempt	   to	  show	  a	  gap	  or	  contradiction	  between	  committed-­‐to	  universal	  principles	  and	  exercised	  practices	   in	  Germany,	  as	   is	  advocated	  by	  Aradau	  (Aradau,	  2004:	  403).	  Whilst	   this	  can	  seem	   oddly	   close	   to	   Booth’s	   ‘desecuritization	   through	   security’,	   Aradau	   differs	   from	   Booth	   by	  advocating	   a	   universality	   linked	   to	   particularity	   -­‐	   hence	   politicizing	   universality.	   Building	   on	   the	  argument	  of	  universality	   through	  particularity,	  Aradau	   further	  argues	   -­‐	   inspired	  by	  Balibar	  (2006	   in	  Aradau,	   2004:	   402)	   -­‐	   how	   it	   is	   those	  who	   have	   been	   securitized	   that	   need	   to	   speak	   to	   reshape	   the	  institutionally	   created	   boundaries	   of	   security.	   In	   the	   discourse	   of	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers,	   it	   is	  emphasised	  how	  they	  are	  self-­‐organized,	  political	  and	  marginalized.	  The	  refugee	  strikers’	  texts	  also	  do	  not	  address	   the	  Other	  as	  such,	  but	   the	  Othering	   that	   is	   created	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  German	  and	  EU	  migrant	   policies	   and	   law.	   As	   such,	   the	   refugee	   strikers’	   strong	   critique	   of	   particular	   policies	   of	   the	  migrant	  management	  regime	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  conception	  of	  specific	  policies	  and	  institutions	  as	  posing	  the	  problem.	  The	  refugee	  strikers’	  reminding	  of	  and	  urging	  to	  peoples’	  power	  further	  underscores	  this	  point	   and	   reveals	   a	   belief	   in	   fundamental	   equality,	   which	   carries	   associations	   to	   post-­‐national	  citizenship23.	   
 The	   refugee	   strikers’	   resistance	  discourse	   thus	   carries	   a	   range	  of	   similarities	   to	   the	  desecuritization	  strategy	   of	   unmaking	   security.	   However,	   as	   outlined	   in	   the	   desecuritization	   through	   security,	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  do	  not	  dis-­‐identify	  with	   their	  securitized	  category.	  Nonetheless,	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  seem	   to	   invest	   much	   effort	   in	   deconstruction	   by	   repoliticizing	   their	   sense	   of	   belonging	   and	   re-­‐
                                                
23 Citizenship and citizenship rights has traditionally been linked to the national state as national institutions. 
However, there is a growing body of literature that questions this interconnectedness and instead points to a 
‘post-national’ conception of citizenship, which proposes an alternative notion of community (M. Smith and 
Guarnizo, 1998; R. Smith, 1997; Basch et al., 1994, amongst others). 
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identifying	  with	  universal	  categories.	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  challenge	  not	  only	  interrelationships	  in	  this	  manner,	  but	  the	  organisation	  of	  the	  community	  and	  politics	  as	  a	  whole:	  when	  attempting	  to	  construct	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  across	  borders,	  exposing	  the	  German	  state	  as	  ‘fascist’	  and	  ‘repressive’	  they	  seem	  to,	   in	   Rancière’s	   (1999:	   xi)	   words,	   propose	   politics	   as	   “that	   activity	   which	   turns	   on	   equality	   as	   its	  principle”	  and	   the	  politics	  of	   institutions	  as	  policing	   -­‐	   laying	  ground	   for	  an	  emancipatory	  struggle	  of	  equality. 
The Berlin Refugee Strikers - Paradoxical or versatile? Before	  moving	  on	  to	  the	  third	   ideal	   type,	  a	  recap	  and	  comparison	  of	   the	  two	  first	   ideal	   types	  will	  be	  made.	  Having	  contextualised	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers’	  resistance	  discourse	  in	  both	  ‘desecuritization	  through	   security’,	   as	   well	   as	   ‘desecuritization	   by	   unmaking	   security’,	   it	   has	   been	   shown	   how	   the	  refugee	  strikers	  draw	  on	  both	  discourses;	  they	  at	  once	  accept	  the	  security	  logic	  as	  ‘refugees’,	  ‘migrants’	  and	   ‘asylum-­‐seekers’	   and	   simultaneously	   reconstruct	   their	   identity	   as	   ‘workers’	   and	   ‘strikers’;	  demanding	   an	   abolishing	   of	   the	   securitizing	   practices	   in	   place	   and	   advocating	   for	   normal,	   equal	  treating	  of	  them.	  The	  refugees	  then	  skip	  the	  first	  step	  of	  the	  strategy	  of	  ‘desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	  security’,	  namely	  dis-­‐identification	  from	  the	  securitized,	  but	  engages	  in	  the	  second	  step,	  namely	  the	  re-­‐identification	  with	   an	   identifiable	   category.	   As	   such	   they	   seem	   to	   construct	   a	   ‘both…	   and’-­‐approach	  (Aradau,	   2014).	   This	   seems	   inherently	   paradoxical	   in	   theory,	   as	   security	   studies	   mostly	   have	  concerned	   themselves	   with	   either	   rejecting	   or	   accepting	   security	   (Aradau,	   2014).	   Attempting	   to	  understand	   the	   (im)possibility	   of	   the	   ‘both...and’-­‐approach	   of	   the	   refugee	   strikers,	   the	   ‘either	   or’-­‐approach	   of	   security	   studies	   will	   shortly	   be	   inquired	   into.	   This	   leads	   to	   a	   study	   of	   the	   concept	   of	  universalism.	  	   
Either Universality, Or Universality A	  consistent	  part	  of	  the	  demands	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers	  are	  raised	  in	  the	  name	  of	  universality.	  However,	  the	  different	  ideal	  types,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  articulations	  of	  the	  Berlin	  refugee	  strikers,	  point	  to	  different	   interpretations	   of	   universality.	   In	   ‘Emancipation(s)’	   from	   1996,	   Laclau	   argues	   how	  universality	   can	  be	   seen	  as	  an	  empty	   signifier,	  which	   takes	  different	   codings	   in	  differing	  discourses.	  Drawing	  on	  a	  language	  of	  emancipation	  through	  protection	  -­‐	  or	  human	  security	  -­‐	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  stay,	  as	  asserted,	  within	  the	  security	  logic.	  They	  manifest	  a	  conception	  of	  universality	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  avoid	  exclusion	  and	  insecurity	  and	  promote	  universal	   inclusion	  and	  protection.	  The	  exclusionary	  effects	  of	  security	  are	  thus	  perceived	  avoidable	  albeit	  staying	  within	  security	  language.	  The	  application	  of	  such	  logic	  in	  desecuritization	  generates	  a	  range	  of	  critiques	  from	  the	  poststructuralist	  stance	  opting	  for	  an	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unmaking	   of	   security.	   Aradau	   &	   van	   Munster	   (2009)	   for	   example,	   argue	   how	   having	   security	   also	  always	  means	  having	  insecurity,	  subsequently	  leading	  to	  them	  conceptualising	  Booth’s	  strategy	  not	  as	  a	   desecuritization	   strategy,	   but	   a	   ‘replacement’	   strategy.	   This	   replacement	   strategy	   is	   by	   Aradau	  (2014:	  1-­‐3)	  perceived	  as	   the	  expression	  of	   a	   form	  of	   governmentality	   reifying	  particular	  hegemonic	  relations,	   forms	   of	   dominance	   and	   exclusion	   inherent	   in	   liberal	   governance,	   as	   it	   is	   essentially	  concerned	  with	  protection	  and	  the	  redressing	  of	  harmful	  practices,	  leaving	  the	  migrant	  disempowered	  rather	   than	   an	   agent	   of	   political	   potential.	   To	   Aradau	   this	   hinders,	   or	   is	   in	   contradiction	  with,	   true	  emancipation	  and	  resistance.	   
 At	  the	  core	  of	  the	  disagreement	  between	  Booth	  and	  Aradau	  &	  van	  Munster	  seems	  thus	  to	  be	  a	  differing	  of	  the	  conceptualisation	  of	  universality.	  Aradau	  (2004:	  4)	  interprets	  Booth’s	  universality	  as	  a	  mode	  of	  ‘hegemonic	   universality’	   which	   is	   “only	   possible	   through	   the	   silencing	   and	   subordination	   of	   other	  voices	   and	   ideas”	   (Aradau,	   2014:	   4).	   Using	   Judith	   Butler’s	   quote,	   namely,	   “universalization	   of	   the	  particular	   seeks	   to	   elevate	   a	   specific	   content	   to	   a	   global	   condition,	   making	   an	   empire	   of	   its	   local	  meaning’”	   (in	  Aradau,	   2014:	  7),	   she	  underlines	  how	  any	  universal	   discourse	  has	   a	  particular	   origin,	  subsequently	   turning	   the	   emancipatory	   act	   into	   one	   not	   promoting	  one	   universality,	   but	   rather	   one	  revealing	   and	   enacting	   the	   particularity	   of	   universality.	   To	   Booth	   (2008:	   389)	   emancipation	   can	   be	  fought	  for	  and	  promoted	  through	  a	  particular	  embodied	  universality	  that	  can	  offer	  protection	  “when	  cultural	  values	  and	  norms	  oppress”.	  The	  approach	  advocated	  for	  by	  Aradau	  forms	  part	  of	  “postmodern	  approaches	   [that]	   are	   invariably	  obscurantist	   and	  marginal,	  providing	  no	  basis	   for	  politics…”,	  Booth	  argues	  (2007:	  468).	   
 Last,	  Stefan	  Jonsson	  has	  argued	  how	  universality	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  can	  be	  used	  to	  resist	  oppression,	  and	  on	   the	   other	   easily	   can	   be	   turned	   into	   an	   instrument	   of	   oppression;	   “Inevitably,	   every	   coding	   of	  universality	  is	  a	  particular	  representation”	  (Jonsson	  2012:	  118).	  Whilst	  both	  Booth	  and	  Aradau	  in	  each	  particular	  way	  would	  opt	   for	  using	  universality	   to	   resist	  oppression,	  Aradau	  seems	  somewhat	  more	  attentive	  towards	  the	  latter	  example,	  as	  she	  emphasises	  how	  every	  claim	  to	  universality	  should	  only	  be	   realised	   locally	   by	   those	  who	   are	   repressed.	  Diverging	  Booth	   and	  Aradau’s	   conceptualisations	   of	  security	  is	  then	  differing	  conceptualisations	  of	  ‘how’	  universality.	  The	  both	  acceptance	  and	  rejection	  of	  security	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strikers,	  therefore	  simultaneously	  draw	  on	  two	  different	  interpretations	  of	   universality	   -­‐	   as	   they	   seemingly	   at	   once	   demand	   security	   cosmopolitized,	   and	   at	   once	   enact	   it	   to	  particularize	  it	  and	  repolitize	  it.	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The	  discourse	  surrounding	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike,	  refers	  to	  universalised	  categories	  and	  modes	  of	  belonging,	   which	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   attempting	   to	   break	   with	   the	   Self-­‐Other	   distinctions	   in	   the	  interrelationships	   with	   people.	   They	   further	   enact	   a	   local	   struggle,	   particularising	   and	   politicizing	  universality,	   as	   they	   seek	   to	   induce	   new	  meaning	   into	   universal	   categories	   and	   reveal	   the	   German	  state	  and	  the	  EU	  as	  ‘rights-­‐depriving’.	  The	  refugee	  strikers	  could	  form	  part	  of	  an	  ‘unmaking	  of	  security’	  discourse	  if	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  disidentified	  from	  their	  securitized	  category,	  and	  with	  other	  ‘humans’	  turned	   against	   the	   system	   in	   place	   together	   in	   order	   to	   refurnish	   society	   not	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   an	  existential	   Other.	  However,	   the	   refugees	   do	   not	   leave	   the	   securitized	   category	   completely,	   and	   they	  still	  demand	  citizen-­‐specific	  rights	  arguably	  reifying	  and	  legitimizing	  the	  system	  in	  place.	  As	  such,	  they	  neither	  accept	  nor	  reject	  security,	  and	  from	  the	  theorisations	  above,	  their	  stand	  towards	  universality	  and	   security	   seems	   to	   carry	   an	   inherent	   aporia.	   This	   apparent	   theoretical	   incohesiveness,	   does	   not	  have	  to	  be	  one	  of	  empirical	   incohesiveness,	   though.	   If	  understanding	  universality	  as	  paradoxical	  and	  contested	   in	  meaning,	   it	   “shows	   that	  security	  can	  be	  contested	   in	  a	  double	  move	  of	  both	  acceptance	  and	   refusal	   of	   security”	   (Aradau,	   2014:	   2).	   Seeking	   to	   elaborate	   on	   this,	   the	   third	   ideal	   type	  will	   be	  presented.	  Arguing	   from	  a	  more	  pragmatic	  standpoint,	  Roe	  (2004)	  has	  emphasised	  how,	  sometimes,	  there	   can	   be	   more	   possibilities	   of	   desecuritization	   if	   drawing	   on	   the	   language	   of	   security,	   as	   the	  gaining	  of	  voice	  and	  mobilizing	  of	  solidarity	  through	  this	  language	  can	  be	  more	  powerful.	  As	  such,	  the	  strategy	   does	   not	   become	   one	   of	   unmaking,	   but	   of	   overturning	   the	   security	   narrative	   to	   one’s	   own	  advantage	  through	  management. 
Desecuritization	  through	  Management By	  associating	  their	  securitized	  categories	  with	  ‘normal’	  political	  identities	  and	  practices,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  might	   in	  Roe’s	   logic	   (2004),	   attempt	  a	   ‘management	  of	   securitization’.	  Roe	   (2004)	  departed	  from	  the	  assumption	  that	  desecuritization	  as	  unmaking	  security	  can	  be	  dangerous,	  as	  deconstruction	  and	   disidentification	   can	   dissolve	   distinctive	   identities,	   which	   is	   what	   arguably	   constitutes	   the	  fundament	   for	   survival	   and	   right	   claims	   for	  many	  groups	  of	  minorities	   and	  marginalized.	   Instead	  of	  deconstructing,	  Roe	  then	  advocated	  for	  a	  kind	  of	  desecuritization	  wherein	  a	  securitized	  group	  should	  use	   its	   distinctiveness	   to	   mobilize	   solidarity,	   gain	   voice	   and	   engage	   with	   securitizing	   actors.	   This	  engaging	  with	  would	  -­‐	  if	  in	  the	  form	  of	  negotiation	  -­‐	  then	  also	  indirectly	  move	  the	  securitized’s	  dealing	  with	  from	  a	  realm	  of	  exclusion	  and	  security	  to	  a	  realm	  of	  inclusion,	  normal	  politics	  and	  deliberation.	  The	   process	   proposed	   by	   Roe	   (2004)	   then	   entails	   a	   politicization	   of	   securitization,	   wherein	  possibilities	   for	   the	   securitized	   to	   exercise	   influence	   on	   processes	   of	   decision-­‐making	   and	   security	  narratives	  would	  constitute	  a	  desecuritizing	  effort. 
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 The	   refugee	   strikers	   seem	   to	   follow	   Roe’s	  model	   of	   desecuritization	   by	  managing	   security	   in	   some	  respects.	  Roe’s	  (2004)	  suggestion	  that	  some	  may	  profit	  more	  from	  a	  politics	  of	  protection	  than	  others,	  seem	   to	   fit	   well	   with	   the	   articulations	   of	   the	   refugee	   strikers,	   who	   take	   on	   the	   category	   ’refugees’,	  subsequently	  entitling	  themselves	  to	  specific	  rights.	  Emphasising	  how	  they	  are	  ‘in	  existential	  need’	  of	  a	  permission	  to	  stay,	  they	  seem	  to	  follow	  Roe’s	  belief	  that	  security	  language	  can	  be	  useful	  to	  draw	  on	  in	  terms	   of	   mobilizing	   solidarity	   and	   claiming	   protective	   rights.	   Further,	   as	   the	   refugees	   enact	   their	  political	  agency,	  as	  shown	  in	  Protest	  for	  example,	  they	  bring	  their	  securitized	  refugee	  bodies	  into	  the	  political	   realm	   of	   the	   streets,	   and	   this	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   an	   attempt	   of	   invoking	   normalisation	   in	   the	  dealing	   with	   them,	   whilst	   still	   not	   rejecting	   the	   security	   logic.	   Underscoring	   this	   argument,	   is	   the	  refugees’	  undertaking	  of	  hunger	  strike	  until	  politicians	  would	  either	  agree	  to	  meet	  with	  them	  or	  give	  in	   for	   their	   concessions.	   By	   maintaining	   their	   security	   status,	   but	   demanding	   to	   be	   dealt	   with	   and	  engaged	   in	   normal	   politics,	   the	   refugees	   then	   seem	   to	   demand	   the	  politicisation	   of	   their	   securitized	  category,	  which	  Roe	  considers	  an	  attempt	  of	  ‘managing’. 
 Whilst	  Roe	  until	  now	  seems	  suitable	  for	  understanding	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  ‘how	  desecuritization’,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  do	  not	  align	   themselves	  completely	  with	  Roe’s	   ideal	   type.	  For	  whilst	  at	  some	  points	  claiming	  rights	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  particular	  exposure,	  this	  exposure	  says	  nothing	  more	  about	  the	  identity	  of	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   than	   ‘migrant’,	   ‘asylum	   seeker’	   or	   ‘refugee’.	   These	   could	   be	   articulated	   as	  minorities	  or	  marginalized	  groups	  -­‐	  and	  are	  so	  occasionally	  -­‐	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  also	  invest	  a	  considerable	  amount	  of	  time	  in	  articulating	  themselves	  as	  ‘workers’,	   ‘of	  peoples’	  power’	  and	   ‘against	   capitalism’	   -­‐	   as	   well	   as	   they	   add	   striker	   to	   their	   name.	   All	   these	   categories	   constitute	  inscriptions	   into	  general,	   larger	  and	  universal	  struggles	   from	  which	  the	  refugees	  can	  claim	  universal	  rights,	   and	   not	   distinct	   or	   special	   rights.	   The	   refugee	   strikers	   then	   depart	   from	   Roe,	   by	   seemingly	  applying	   a	   strategy	   of	   mobilising	   sympathy	   through	   common	   solidarity	   ‘of	   humanity’	   rather	   than	  protection	   in	   terms	   of	  minority	   rights.	   The	   language	   of	   protection	  which	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   apply	  then	  carries	  closer	  resemblance	  to	  the	  language	  of	  ‘desecuritization	  through	  security’,	  as	  protection	  by	  the	   refugee	   strikers	   is	   articulated	   in	   a	   universal	  manner	   emphasising	   security	   as	   presupposition	   to	  freedom	  for	  all.	   
 So	  whilst	  Roe’s	  desecuritization	  as	  managing	  security	  adds	  value	  to	  understanding	  the	  struggle	  of	  the	  refugee	   strikers	   in	   the	   meaning	   of	   the	   word	   -­‐	   emphasising	   how	   being	   in	   an	   intersection	   between	  security	  and	  normal	  politics	   is	   indeed	  possible,	  and	  not	  an	   ‘either	  or’	   -­‐	  his	   ideal	   type	  cannot	  account	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fully	   account	   for	   the	   ‘both...and’-­‐approach	  of	   the	   refugee	   strikers,	   as	   they	   seem	   to	   lead	  a	   strategy	  of	  overcoming	   inside/outside	   through	   universalisation(s)	   more	   than	   a	   strategy	   using	   outside	  distinctiveness	  to	  claim	  protection.	   
The Second Paradox: Authority and Emancipation  Albeit	  not	   ‘fitting’	   the	  discourse	  of	   the	  refugees	  completely,	  Roe’s	  rejection	  of	   the	   ‘either	  or’-­‐security	  characterising	   the	   two	   previous	   ideal	   types,	   nonetheless	   captures	   what	   in	   the	   analysis	   has	   been	  characterised	   as	   a	   paradox	   within	   the	   resistance	   discourse	   of	   the	   Berlin	   refugee	   strikers.	   In	   the	  analysis,	  it	  was	  emphasised	  how	  the	  refugees	  not	  only	  both	  refuse	  and	  accept	  security,	  but	  also	  at	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  refuse	  engagement	  with	  the	  German	  state	  and	  the	  EU	  as	  authority,	  and	  the	  other	  hand,	  attempts	  engaging	  with	  these	  in	  several	  ways	  reifying	  their	  authority.	  This	  was	  exemplified	  as	  it	  was	  shown	  how	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  called	  on	  politicians	  to	  comply	  to	  their	  specific	  demands	  of	  abolishing	  Residenzpflicht	   and	   Lagerpflicht,	   thus	   reifying	   the	   system	   in	   place	   -­‐	   and	   delegitimise	   the	   system	  granting	   these	   rights,	   by	   referring	   to	   it	   as	   a	   common	   repressor	   against	   which	   the	   refugee	   strikers	  should	  coalition-­‐build,	  urge	  peoples’	  power	  struggle	  and	  seek	  a	  dismantling	  of	  the	  system	  in	  place. 
 The	   refugee	   strikers	   thus	   draw	   on	   several	   approaches	   of	   engaging	  with	   authority	   comprised	   in	   the	  ideal	  types.	  As	  argued,	  they	  seem	  to	  engage	  with	  Roe’s	  proposed	  strategy	  of	  engaging	  with	  securitizing	  actors	  -­‐	  state	  authority,	  that	  is	  -­‐	  as	  a	  way	  to	  manage	  the	  securitization	  process	  towards	  normalization	  and	  desecuritization.	  By	  proclaiming	  ‘protection	  for	  all’,	  they	  further	  draw	  on	  a	  language	  of	  protection	  and	   seem	   to	   reify	   the	   system	   in	   place.	   The	   approach	   of	   Aradau,	   van	  Munster	   and	  Huysmans	  would	  disqualify	   this	   engaging	   with	   a	   securitizing	   authority,	   as	   they	   argue	   that	   desecuritization	   should	  rupture	  with	   security,	   claim	   the	   voice	   of	   the	   silenced	   (Aradau,	   2004:	   397)	   and	   challenge	   sovereign	  power	  from	  those	  at	  the	  margin	  of	  knowledge	  production	  (Kinnvall	  and	  Nesbitt-­‐Larking,	  2013:	  348).	  Albeit	   not	   rupturing	   with	   security	   completely,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   do	   stress	   their	   identity	   as	  marginalized	  and	  their	  organisation	  as	   independent	  and	  self-­‐organised.	  As	  such,	  they	  to	  some	  extent	  challenge	   that	   the	  defining	  of	  emancipation	  and	  security	   should	  be	  a	  privilege	  of	   the	  state	  only,	  and	  instead	  seek	  to	  enact	  emancipation	  themselves,	  as	  well	  as	  influencing	  and	  particularising	  how	  security	  should	  be	  understood	  (i.e.	  expanding	  the	  meaning	  of	  refugee).	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Rejecting Either Or, Pursuing Both And Last,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   seem	  most	   caught	   up	  with	   revealing	   exclusive	   state	   practices	   in	   order	   to	  fundamentally	  change	  the	  system	  in	  place.	  As	  they	  reveal	   insecuritizing	  practices	  of	  the	  state	  system	  and	  proclaims	  ‘no,	  borders,	  no	  nation,	  stop	  deportation!’,	  they	  argue	  for	  an	  	  abolishment	  of	  governing	  through	   statehood	   practices	   which	   through	   citizenship-­‐granting	   can	   evaluate	   who	   is	   worthy	   of	  protection	  and	  who	   is	  not.	  As	   such,	   they	   seem	   to	  assert	   a	  bottom-­‐up	  critique	  of	   the	  practices	  of	   the	  system	  and	  advocate	  a	  refurnishment	  of	  the	  system	  to	  no	  longer	  be	  constructed	  on	  the	  limitations	  of	  an	  existential	  Other.	  However,	  by	  continuing	  to	  label	  themselves	  ‘refugees’,	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  do	  not	  engage	  directly	  with	  the	  unmaking	  of	  security.	  Instead,	  they	  seem	  to	  reject	  the	  ‘either	  or-­‐’approach	  of	  critical	   security	   studies,	   and	   advocate	   for	   a	   ‘both…	   and’-­‐approach	   wherein	   the	   re-­‐reminding	   the	  international	   society	  of	   its	   responsibilities,	   is	  possible	  next	   to	  a	  characterisation	  of	   the	   international	  system	  as	  insufficient	  and	  in	  need	  of	  being	  taken	  back	  to	  the	  power	  of	  the	  peoples.	  This	  ‘both…	  and’-­‐approach	  is	  not	  necessarily	  paradoxical	  in	  any	  real	  sense.	  Rather	  it	  seems	  to,	  in	  practice,	  be	  a	  way	  of	  understanding	  universality	  as	  paradoxical	  and	  exercising	  pressure	  on,	  and	  protest	  against,	  authority	  from	  multiple	  angles	  in	  order	  to	  obtain	  change.	  And	  whilst	  this	  change	  is	  advocated	  for	  both	  in	  specific	  terms	  -­‐	  abolish	  Residenzpflicht	  -­‐	  as	  well	  as	  in	  general	  terms	  -­‐	  abolish	  the	  borders	  -­‐	  the	  refugee	  strikers’	  main	   aim	   seems	   to,	   rather	   than	   saying	   yes	   or	   no	   to	   security,	   	   be	   based	   on	   obtaining	   recognition,	  equality	  and	  rights.	  Roe’s	  point	  of	  pragmatism	  and	  effectiveness	  can	  be	  suitable	  to	  explain	  that	  these	  can	  be	  obtained	  through	  several	  channels	  at	  once,	  and	  that	  it	  does	  not	  have	  to	  be	  a	  question	  of	  either	  outside	   or	   inside.	   For	   the	   refugee	   strikers,	   promoting	   visibility	   and	   political	   agency	   does	   indeed	  appear	  to	  be	  crucial	  besides	  the	  demanding	  and	  qualification	  for	  recognition,	  equality	  and	  rights.	  The	  self-­‐labelling	  as	   ‘refugees’	  and	   ‘strikers’	  produces	  such	  qualifications	  through	  both	  security	  and	  non-­‐security.	  As	  such,	  the	  exclusions	  that	  the	  securitization	  of	  migration	  leads	  to	  is	  rendered	  explicit	  all	  the	  whilst	   this	  exclusion	   is	  being	   resisted	  by	  moving	  away	   from	  security.	  The	  security	  discourse	   is	   then	  underpinned	   as	   repressing,	   while	   the	   repressor	   making	   the	   underpinning	   possible	   is	   rejected.	   The	  ‘both…	  and’-­‐strategy	  may	  nonetheless	  be	  conceptualised	  as	  a	  strategy	  of	  desecuritization,	  as	  it	  comes	  out	  of	  and	   is	   interlinked	  with	  securitization;	   it	   is	   indeed,	   ‘from	  securitization	   to	  politicization’	   in	   the	  most	  processual	  sense. As	  such,	  desecuritization	  could	  be	  perceived	  as	  as	  a	  strategy	  defined	  not	  only	  through	  inside	  or	  outside;	  security	  or	  not,	  but	  also	  as	  a	  process,	  in	  which	  the	  dealing	  with	  security,	  at	  least	   initially,	   seems	   hard	   to	   avoid.	   So	   whilst	   still	   calling	   themselves	   refugees,	   the	   promotion	   of	  
visibility	  and	  political	  agency	  in	  itself,	  is	  a	  strategy	  breaking	  with	  the	  security	  problem	  of	  exclusion	  and	  
Otherness.	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Conclusion	  In	  this	  study,	  we	  set	  out	  to	  explore	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Refugee	  Strike	  as	  a	  movement	  attempting	  to	  desecuritize	   their	   securitized	   status.	  We	   have	   chosen	   to	   do	   so	   on	   the	   premise	   that	   the	   prerequisite	  counterpole	   to	   the	  movements’	   desecuritization	   attempts	   -­‐	   the	   securitization	   of	   migration	   -­‐	   entails	  devastating	   human	   and	   political	   consequences	   by	   positioning	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   in	   a	   state	   of	  exception	  and	  Otherness,	  from	  which	  they	  are	  deprived	  of	  rights	  and	  political	  agency	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  their	  status	  as	  security	  objects.	  In	  doing	  so,	  we	  argued	  that	  the	  refugee	  strikers	  employed	  a	  strategy	  of	   ‘both...and’,	   which	   simultaneously	   implies	   an	   acceptance	   and	   a	   confrontation	   with	   the	   security	  problem;	  the	  delineation	  of	  boundaries	  and	  politics	  of	  exception	  embedded	  in	  the	  security	  realm. 
 The	   refugee	   strikers	   induce	  meanings	   into	   the	   notions	   of	  migration,	   the	   asylum-­‐seeker/the	   refugee	  and	   the	   border	   management	   regime,	   which	   contests	   a	   hegemonic	   discourse	   of	   securitization	   of	  migration.	  Within	   the	  discourse	   of	   the	   refugee	   strikers,	   it	   is	   emphasized	  how	   their	   dispossession	  of	  rights	  and	  of	  agency	  is	  both	  something	  to	  be	  exposed	  -­‐	  by	  underlining	  a	  contradiction	  between	  a	  rights-­‐based	  regime	  and	  its	  performance	  of	  exclusionary	  practices	  -­‐	  as	  something	  to	  be	  claimed	  -­‐	  through	  the	  recognition	   of	   voice	   and	   agency	   -­‐	   and,	   lastly,	   as	   something	   to	   be	   enacted	   by	   creating	   spectacles	   of	  inclusion;	  the	  performing	  of	  these	  very	  rights	  through	  physical	  manifestations.	  Their	  desecuritization	  strategy	  is	  thus	  a	  mixed	  one,	  because	  it	  incorporates	  various	  approaches	  aimed	  at	  both	  adapting	  into	  the	  established	  Self	  (the	  German	  society)	  through	  citizenship,	  as	  well	  as	  contesting	  the	  very	  notion	  of	  what	   citizenship	   means	   in	   order	   to	   transform	   the	   discriminatory	   and	   exclusionary	   practices	   of	  institutions	  (of	  the	  EU)	  into	  more	  universalist	  constructions. 
 Departing	   from	  the	  case	  grounded	  point	  of	   the	  analysis,	  we	  draw	  on	  our	  construction	  of	   three	   ideal	  types	  of	  desecuritization	  in	  the	  pursuit	  of	  conceptualizing	  the	  Refugee	  Strike	  as	  a	  desecuritizing	  social	  movement.	  We	  have	  classified	  the	  ideal	  types	  according	  to	  their	  positions	  on	  the	  themes	  of	  exception	  and	   inside-­‐outside	   boundaries,	   viewing	   these	   as	   pivotal	   impediments	   and	   points	   of	   departure	   for	  desecuritization	  strategies.	  In	  this	  endeavour,	  it	  was	  demonstrated	  how	  the	  very	  claim	  to	  the	  category	  of	   ‘Refugee’,	   carried	   an	   acceptance	   of	   the	   security	   logic	   for	   the	   refugee	   strikers.	   Consecutively,	   by	  addressing	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   from	   the	  perspective	  of	   the	   ‘desecuritization	  by	  unmaking	   security’-­‐approach,	   it	   was	   shown	   how	   the	   Self-­‐association	   with	   ‘Striker’	   induces	   agency	   and,	   paradoxically,	  carries	  a	  rejection	  of	  the	  very	  same	  security	  logic.	  Finally,	  it	  was	  argued	  how	  this	  coincident	  rejection	  and	   acceptance	   of	   security	   -­‐	   is	   fusioned	   into	   the	   self-­‐labelling	   of	   refugee	   strikers	   -­‐	   an	   evident	  reification	  of	  the	  ‘both…	  and’-­‐approach.	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  The	  exclusions	   that	   securitization	  of	  migration	   leads	   to	  are	   then	  rendered	  explicit,	   all	   the	  whilst	   the	  refugee	   strikers	   are	   resisting	   this	   exclusion	   by	   attempting	   to	   escape	   the	   sphere	   of	   security	   through	  identity	   (re)articulations	   and	   spectacles	   of	   inclusion.	   Desecuritization	   strategies	   are	   constructed	   to	  overcome	  the	  implications	  of	  securitization	  -­‐	  they	  are	  inextricably	  reactions	  and	  outcomes	  following	  a	  
process	  of	  securitization.	  However,	   this	  does	  not	  presume	  the	  binary	  character	  of	  both	  securitization	  and	   desecuritization;	   a	   view	   that	   one	   is	   either	   (de)securitized	   or	   not.	   The	   versatile	   attempts	   at	  escaping	  the	  sphere	  of	  security	  underlines	  the	  importance	  of	  process;	  one	  which	  the	  ideal	  types	  may	  not	  have	  been	  adequately	  accommodative	  to.	  Aradau	  states	  that	  the	  success	  or	  failure	  of	  any	  particular	  political	   action	   may	   not	   be	   the	   most	   important,	   but	   rather	   it	   may	   be	   “the	   act	   of	   inscribing	   and	  politicizing	  humanity	  that	  creates	  politics	  out	  of	  security.”	  (Aradau,	  2014:	  14).	  The	  politicizing	  effects;	  that	  is,	  the	  spectacles	  of	  inclusion	  and	  repoliticizing	  of	  belonging	  as	  part	  of	  claiming	  voice,	  space	  and	  agency,	  should	  not	  be	  underestimated	  as	  powerful	  desecuritizing	  factors	  in	  themselves,	  because	  they	  are	   dynamic	   moves	   out	   of	   the	   state	   of	   deprived	   articulatory	   and	   physical	   presence	   in	   the	   security	  sphere.	   In	  other	  words,	   by	   the	  public	   awareness	   raised	   through	   the	  desecuritization	  moves	   and	   the	  discourse	   inherent	   in	   it,	   the	   refugee	   strikers	   have	   arguably	   already	   begun	   a	   process	   of	  desecuritization. 
Further Research This	  point	  is	  one	  we	  have	  not	  been	  able	  to	  pursue	  further,	  and	  as	  such	  we	  can	  only	  stress	  the	  need	  for	  a	  more	  pragmatic	  account	  of	  desecuritization	  as	  a	  dynamic	  process,	  rather	  than	  an	  ‘either,	  or’	  theory.	  Such	   a	   thesis	   reflects	   back	   on	   the	   theory	   of	   securitization,	   which	   can	   likewise	   be	   criticized	   for	   its	  dualism	  and	  binariness;	  emphasising	  either	  securitization	  or	  not,	  but	  not	  differing	  degrees	  of	  such.	  We	  suggest	   that	   increased	   attention	   to	   the	   concept	   of	   desecuritization	   should	   focus	   not	   only	   on	  overcoming	   the	  Self-­‐Other	  dichotomy	  only,	  but	  also	  on	  overcoming	   the	   ‘either	  or’	  and	  security/non-­‐security	  dichotomy	  in	  desecuritization	  literature.	  Like	  securitization,	  desecuritization	  is	  not	  an	  ‘either	  or’,	  for	  which	  reason	  further	  research	  could	  be	  devoted	  at	  exploring	  the	  conditions	  of	  certain	  ‘stages’	  of	  desecuritization	  and	  transformative	  potentials	  from	  such	  positions. Finally,	   our	   study	   has	   explored	   securitization	   as	   a	   modality	   of	   governing.	   The	   securitization	   of	  migration	  is	  argued	  not	  to	  be	  unique	  to	  the	  European	  example,	  yet	  represent	  a	  particularly	  intensified	  case	  of	  such.	  We	  have	  demonstrated	  how	  the	  securitization	  of	  migration	  has	  significant	  consequences	  on	   individual	   and	   regional-­‐political	   (European)	   levels,	   but	   have,	   due	   to	   our	   empirically	   grounded	  outset,	  not	  explored	  the	  impacts	  on	  a	  global	  level.	  It	  it	  plausible	  that	  security	  as	  the	  governing	  modality	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in	   the	   EU	   further	  widens	   a	   political	   and	   social	   gap	   between	   the	   European/North	   and	   the	   South.	   As	  such,	  our	  research	  sheds	  light	  on	  a	  necessity	  for	  further	  research	  on	  the	  extensiveness	  and	  impact	  of	  the	  securitization	  of	  migration	  from	  a	  global	  perspective.	  Such	  research,	  we	  anticipate,	  could	  reveal	  a	  cascading	  norm	  of	  security	  as	  a	  modality	  of	  governing,	  influencing	  both	  North-­‐South	  relations,	  as	  well	  as	  many	  inter-­‐regional	  relations. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Empirical	  Data 
 August	  (2012a)	  Break	  Isolation:	  Refugee	  Protest	  March	  from	  Würzburg	  to	  Berlin Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/break_isolation_presse_english.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 	  August	  (2012b)	  Marsch	  nach	  Berlin:	  Aufruf	  an	  alle	  Flücjtlinge	  -­‐	  Call	  for	  all	  refugees	  -­‐ 
ننااوخاارف	  ییاارب	  ھهمھھھه	  ننایيوجھھھهانپ  Retrieved	  from; http://gustreik.blogsport.eu/allgemein/marsch-­‐nach-­‐berlin-­‐aufruf-­‐an-­‐alle-­‐fluchtlinge-­‐–-­‐call-­‐for-­‐all-­‐refugees-­‐–-­‐ننااوخاارف -­‐ییاارب -­‐ھهمھھھه -­‐ههانپ/	   [23.05.2014] 
 August	  (2012c)	  Letter	  from	  a	  Refugee Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/08/08/letter-­‐from-­‐a-­‐refugee/#more-­‐240	  [23.05.2014] 
 September	  (2012a)	  First	  declaration	  of	  striking	  asylum	  seekers	  in	  Berlin Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/first_declaration_english1.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 September	  (2012b)	  Protest	  march	  VIDEO-­‐04	  (13-­‐18.09	  in	  Thüringen) Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/09/20/3rd-­‐video-­‐documentation-­‐from-­‐the-­‐protestmarch-­‐13-­‐18-­‐09-­‐in-­‐thuringen/	  [23.05.2014] 
 September	  (2012c)	  Die	  erste	  Presse	  Mitteilung	  “Protestmarsch	  Richtung	  Berlin”/	  First	  Press	  Release	  
protest	  march Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/09/08/die-­‐erste-­‐presse-­‐mitteilung-­‐protestmarsch-­‐richtung-­‐berlin-­‐first-­‐press-­‐release-­‐protest-­‐march/	  [23.05.2014] 
 September	  (2012d)	  Erklärung	  der	  protestierenden	  Flüchtlinge	  /	  Statement	  of	  the	  protesting	  refugees	  
18.09.2012 Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/09/18/erklarung-­‐der-­‐proestierenden-­‐fluchtlinge-­‐statement-­‐of-­‐protesting-­‐refugees-­‐18-­‐09-­‐2012/	  [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012a)	  the	  refugee-­‐protest-­‐march	  arrived	  to	  berlin!	  come	  in	  solidarity	  to	  the	  tent-­‐city	  at	  
oranienplatz! Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/10/06/refugees-­‐arrived-­‐at-­‐oranienplatz/	   [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012b)	  Mobilization!	  Now!	  Come	  to	  Berlin! 
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Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/10/04/activists-­‐callout-­‐for-­‐refugees-­‐and-­‐non-­‐refugees/#more-­‐787	  [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012c)	  Call	  for	  demonstration	  1	  for	  the	  13th	  of	  October	  2012 Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/kopiervorlage_03102012_en.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012d)	  Call	  for	  demonstration	  2	  for	  the	  13th	  of	  October	  2012 Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/kopiervorlage_demoaufruf_13102012.pdf [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012e)	  Enough	  is	  enough.	  It’s	  time	  for	  resistance! Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/30_10_eng2.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 October	  (2012f)	  Thousand	  protesting	  in	  Berlin! Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/10/14/thousands-­‐protesting-­‐in-­‐berlin/	  [23.05.2014] 
 December	  (2012a)	  Wir	  sind	  kein	  Opfer,	  wir	  sind	  Kämpfer_innen Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/12/07/wir-­‐sind-­‐keine-­‐opfer-­‐wir-­‐sind-­‐kampfer_innen/	  [23.05.2014] 
 December	  (2012b)	  Demonstration	  at	  Bezirksamt	  Frankfurter	  Allee	  35/37	  for	  the	  occupied	  school Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/12/11/demonstration-­‐at-­‐bezirksamt-­‐frankfurter-­‐allee-­‐3537-­‐for-­‐the-­‐occupied-­‐school/	  [23.05.2014] 
 December	  (2012c)	  Solidarity	  Message	  to	  the	  Brothers	  and	  Sisters	  in	  the	  Refugee	  Protest	  Camp	  in	  Vienna	  
following	  the	  eviction	  of	  the	  Camp	  in	  the	  night	  of	  28.12.2012 Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/12/29/solidarity-­‐message-­‐to-­‐the-­‐brothers-­‐and-­‐sisters-­‐in-­‐the-­‐refugee-­‐protest-­‐camp-­‐in-­‐vienna-­‐following-­‐the-­‐eviction-­‐of-­‐the-­‐camp-­‐in-­‐the-­‐night-­‐of-­‐28-­‐12-­‐2012/	  [23.05.2014] 
 December	  (2012d)	  Message	  from	  the	  Refugee	  Protest	  Camp	  Oranienplatz	  to	  the	  UNHCR Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2012/12/12/1680/	  [23.05.2014] 
 (2012)	  Brandenburg	  and	  Berlin’s	  Refugees	  are	  on	  Strike!	  We	  take	  our	  power	  back! Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/flyer_new_english_02.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 January	  (2013a)	  Berlin	  strikers	  New	  Year’s	  message	  to	  all	  refugees Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/01/04/2013-­‐berlin-­‐strikers-­‐new-­‐years-­‐message-­‐to-­‐all-­‐refugees/	  [23.05.2014] 
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 January	  (2013b)	  Police	  attacks	  during	  demonstration Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/01/29/police-­‐attacks-­‐during-­‐demonstration/	  [23.05.2014] 
 February	  (2013a)	  Refugee	  workshop	  on	  Friday	  15.02.13 Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/02/10/refugee-­‐workshop-­‐on-­‐friday-­‐february-­‐15th-­‐2013/	  [23.05.2014] 
 February	  (2013b)	  Invitation	  of	  the	  independent	  action	  committee	  of	  protesting	  refugees Retrieved	  from; http://refugeecongress.wordpress.com/english/	  [23.05.2014] 
 February	  (2013c)	  Refugees	  Revolution	  Bus	  Tour Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/26-­‐02-­‐2013-­‐bus-­‐tour-­‐flyer-­‐english1.pdf	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013a)	  On	  the	  Position	  of	  “Asylum-­‐seekers”	  and	  asylum	  seekers’	  struggle	  in	  Modern	  Societies Retrieved	  from; http://www.refugeetentaction.net/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=208:on-­‐the-­‐position-­‐of-­‐asylum-­‐seekers-­‐and-­‐asylum-­‐seekers-­‐struggles-­‐in-­‐modern-­‐societies&catid=2&Itemid=132&lang=de	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013b)	  Police	  attack	  in	  Neumünster	  against	  Bus	  Tour Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/03/18/police-­‐attacks-­‐in-­‐neumunster-­‐against-­‐bus-­‐tour/	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013c)	  Kein	  Duldung	  der	  Duldung/No	  Tolerance	  for	  Intolerance Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/03/03/keine-­‐duldung-­‐der-­‐duldung-­‐no-­‐tolerance-­‐for-­‐intolerance/	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013d)	  Refugees’	  revolution	  Demo Retrieved	  from; http://refugeesrevolution.blogsport.de/about/	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013e)	  Refugees’	  Revolution	  Demo:	  Visuals	  and	  Press	  release Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/03/24/24-­‐03-­‐2013-­‐press-­‐release-­‐to-­‐the-­‐refugeesrevolution-­‐demonstration/	  [23.05.2014] 
 March	  (2013f)	  Public	  letter	  and	  Press	  release Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/03/22/press-­‐release-­‐and-­‐public-­‐statement/	  [23.05.2014] 
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April	  (2013)	  1st	  May	  in	  Berlin	  Kreuzberg:	  May	  1st	  is	  our	  Public	  Holiday	  of	  Resistance Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/04/28/1st-­‐may-­‐in-­‐berlin-­‐kreuzberg/	  [23.05.2014] 
 May	  (2013)	  Liberation	  Bus	  Tour	  in	  South	  Germany Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/page/31/	  [23.05.2014] 
 June	  (2013a)	  International	  Tribunal	  against	  Germany Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/06/08/international-­‐tribunal-­‐against-­‐germany/	  [23.05.2014] 
 June	  (2013b)	  A	  political	  and	  theorized	  view	  about	  Non-­‐citizens’	  position	  and	  the	  refugees Retrieved	  from; http://refugeecongress.wordpress.com/	  [23.05.2014] 
 September	  (2013)	  The	  Action	  Circle	  of	  the	  Independent	  Non-­‐citizen	  struggle:	  Break	  up	  Announcement Retrieved	  from; http://refugeetentaction.net/index.php?lang=en	  [23.05.2014] 
 November	  (2013)	  Caravan	  for	  Equality,	  Dignity	  and	  Social	  Justice:	  Call	  for	  action	  and	  mobilization Retrieved	  from; http://asylstrikeberlin.wordpress.com/2013/11/30/caravan-­‐for-­‐equality-­‐dignity-­‐and-­‐social-­‐justice/#more-­‐3749	  [23.05.2014] 
 
